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7 DISJUNCTIVE 
(a) Single 
1. To 7 in a disjunctive sense, English 07, corresponds Hebrew 
Ss,’ less er 1,° especially in the case of synonymous 


expressions,’ When O8 = if, whether, is repeated with or without 


Nore L.- —Job 1:11 ON, introducing an oath, is rendered 7 
in’A. For ei7’/ O72 (free rendering) ibid., 22:21, A reads 7. 

Note 2.—5.... 7°23 Lev. 27:33 is rendered ava péoor . 
7 in Al. 

Note 3.—In the Greek codices, we frequently meet with the 
variant xaé for 7 not only where the Hebrew in all or in certain 


of its texts has 1,* but also where the equivalent in the original 


1251 times in G, 3in’A, 4in 3,4 in 0,8 in Al., once in E’. E. g., Gen. 24:49 eis aprorepav 
7 eis Sefcav, ssnv by SN oe oD: ; Exod. 19:13 €v yap AiOous AvBoBoAngetar 7 Bodcde kaTa- 
tofevOngerar, F327 4" I 2 Spo y po "5; Lev. 19:20 ics avTn AvTpots ov AEAVTPWTaL 7} 
éAevPepia ovK €660n avTn, rab) rioP) xd MOD) IN rb yDs NO MID. 

2163 (+- Ge 217 Phil-codd '4) times in G@,2 in ’A,5in =, once in @,3in Al. E.g., Gen. 19:12 
yauBpoi H viot 7 Ovyarepes, THI T7324) rie MM; Exod. 38:27 (40:32) cio mopevomeviy avTav 
eis THY oxnvny TOU acta } OTav mpoaTopevwrTat mpds TO OvTLagTypLov AELTOUpyeiv, sy Bx33 
Maran OX OMA Apa I" Sry. 

3E. g., Gen. aa mepis  KAnpovomia, F Sri 1 p> TT; Exod. 2:14 dpxovra } dtxacrny, 
Upw" “0. 

8E. g., Gen. 26 : i nm ws > a wows, 7 Tov avOpssrov TovTov 7 (Kat bape) THS yuvacKos 
avrov; Lev. 12:7 map:> IN 57>, 2 MSS. Samar. map31 S575, apoev H (Kai 55, 82) ORAv, 
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a preceding 1, = or if, or whether, the alternate particle may be 
rendered by mere 7, or.‘ Similarly in the case of a repeatec 
9 


: >.” 
In a number of instances, nothing corresponds in the 
Hebrew to the Greek particle. The following categories must be 
distinguished: 

(a) The Greek reading is corrupt: 

Exod. 22:6(5) °auzedwvas n° (53>rell) Gdwvas / "2°75. 

Lev. 5:2 # @vnoipaiov n (omn, sed dele cum Grabe Presid 
Einfluss, 164) @nprarwrov n (16. 19. 30. 52. 53. 73. 77. 83. 108. 
130. Cat Nic. A mw E> rell) axaaprov/ N20 FN 5555 WR. 

Tbid., ) Tov Ovnoipaiov “n Tav° (>F. Sixt. EB) Bdekuyparov 


Tov sagen =O Ypw n5a23 WN/ NSO YA nd323 WN. 


Ley. 13:25 » (A es rell) to avyafov / "722. 
Tbid., 49 fe ev TavTi oKxever Epyaciuv@ n (55> rell) dépyatos / 8 
mae gee ke 


ws.> Ine -onformity with the Hebrew, in the case of a re pe ated 
DN or "5, we find the more literal (Hebraizing) éav dpa and 
xai éav.. Independently of the Hebrew, we find the variant 4 
xai,® and even cai 7! 4 interchanges with odd (unde), when the 
whole phrase is introduced by a negative.® 

Nore 4.—Num. 9:21 jépas 4 vueres = TO) Dav soy SN 
moe); I Kings 12:3 4 tiva é€erieca = "ME "2 AN) nonnulli 
MSS. €3/°MS" 2 TN # tt. recept., 


4 Josh. 22:23 wai ei weodonnoamer .... 7 (71. 76. Sh) wore avaBiBaon . . ”» (AN. 44. 54. 

: : 
56. 58. 74. 82. 84. 106. 121. 134. Ald. Sh) worjoac/ BN... . PSIMS om. o_- 
ws (with DON understood, mo the preceding verse). Ezek. 2:5, 7 éav apa axovowou 


i mrondwau Sh" BN WW ON; 14:16, 20 «t (€av) vioi 7 Ovyarepes cwOycovrar (vrodcipba- 
ov), 12°x" ma SS 72 BS) bg oxo B"SS SN. Contrast Exod. 19:13 MYAS ON 
DM NWN 5 EN. av te xr nvos €av Te avOpwros, 


\“ ate 


5 Zech. 7:6 «ai éav daynte H minre, IOP = st: mS. 

bE. g., Gen. 24:49, see above, «ai is read by 108. 

¢ Chrys. Theodor. Ezek. 2:5; Const Apost. ibid., 7 

4 Zech. 7:6 Q. 

e E. g., Ezek. 14: 20, see above, in 36. 48. 

tf Lev. 17:8 ray viwv "lopana cat } ard TeV viwv Tey mpognAVTwy 85; Num. 5:14 «ai 7 éweAOn G; 
ibid., 14:2 cai » €v TH Epjuw tavty 54. 75. 84. 106. 


gE. g., Deut. 28:14 ov mapaBnon.... defca ® (AGM. 15. 16. 19. 28. 29. 32. 46. 53-58. 64. 71. 
74-77. 82. 85. 106m, 108, 118. 129-131. 134. Compl. Ald. Cat Nic. Aug. Lucif Cal. ovéé rell) aprorepa, 
Soeawi P07... . OM ND); édid., 17:20 iva wh wapaby . . . . degea H (unde 19. 108. 118) 
Gpiorepa, .... Swan Pm WS W532). 
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Lev. 18:10 @uvyatpos viod cov 7 Ovyatpos °aou n° (53. Arab? 
> rell) @vyatpos cov / NI M2 IW 723 Ms. 

Num. 5:6 °n 75° (134 ef ts Theodor. dats rell) €av troujon/ 
two = 

I Kings 21:4 67 » (A >rell) aA’ 7/ ON "5 

(b) Doublets. That is, two alternate readings are introduced 
into the text and joined by means of our particle: 

Lev. 20:6 éyyaotpimvOos °n tetpackeros® (A with whom 
doublets are characteristic) # émaodois 7 DIT Sa) MISNr. 

Num. 15:11 é&« trav mpoBdtwy °n (>G) &k tev apvav® 
(GS, Arab'* cum X praemisso } rell) 4 é€« tov aiyav / D"La53 
D772 IN (O"Scs35 Sebir, Samar.). 

Jud. 18:7 B. Sixt. dvatpérav eieat send /o oo. 

II Kings 19:42(43) ddua eaxev n dpow hpev / NDI MNT 

© probably read ANTS). 

Prov. 1:27 «ai (var. 4) 6rav (var. dre) Epyntar bpiv Ors 
kal troduopkia °n ~ (S". Alex.) 6rav épyntar bpiv dreOpos° ( >C. 
23. 68. 103. 109. 147. 157. 161. 248. 252. 254. 260. 295. 296. 
Compl. Ald.Clem Rom. Slav. Ostrog. $")/ FPS) AS poo Na3. 

Micah 6:3 °H ré éAvrnoa ce? (sub ~ S", Alex.) 4 7é tapnve- 
YAnTa aoe / Tron ) eda 

Hag. 2:13 pepnrappevos n (AQ. 26. 36. 42. 49. 106. 239. B) 
axa@aptos (> 22. 23. 51. 62. 68. 86. 87, 91. 95. 97. 114. 130. 147. 
153. 185. 198. 228 233. 238. 310. 311. Ald. Compl. 3") / N20. 

Isa. 7:16 ayaov i rovnpov arrebet rovnpia éxréEacOat 70 aya- 
Gov / 3903 NIMS 973 TINS 

Ezek. 3:6 adrXopwvous n adroyrwaaous / MDD "p'ay 

Dan. 6:7(8) © ev&nra ogi n abioon akioua 1/2 TI". 

> Gen. 42:21 «ai para n dvtas / 5 2aN. 


Lev. 5:2 *(85) °9 aynrac® (> 16. 55. 83. 118. Slav. Ostrog. 
A. Cat Nic., an amplification from the beginning of the verse) 7 
(>30. 130. Georg.) @vnotpatov éprretod (-dv 16. 83) rod (130) 
axa@aprov (-wv 16. 83) in 16. 30. 52. 55. 73-77. 83-85. 106. 118. 
130. Slav. Ostrog. Georg. A. Cat Nic. is a duplicated, more exact 
rendering of N20 VW m5a53 5N, over against the original 
rendering in © which implies the variant ype (see above), 
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(c) ee The plus is usually derived from a par- 
allel passag 
Lev. 1 
Arab!:*) from the following verse. 

Ley. 17:3 «at ds av cpakn + pooyov 4 mpoBartov (56) + # aiya 
(53), from the first half of the verse. 

Lev. 22:21 °4(> AF) &v tais éoprais tbuewv® (>30. 58. 128. 
Arab!:* £) from Num. 15:3. 

Thid., ° (ai 19. 108. 118) é« tev aiyov® (58), from vs. 19. 

Num. 24:13 pixpov } wéya (M™. 44. 58. 74-76. S4. 106. 134. 
Lips.™), from 22:18. 

Deut. 15:2 4 9 adeXgy cov (Cyr Alex in one place ) 


< 
By 
) 


51 Tots Auwois 7) Ev Tois epeois (54. 74-76. 106. 134. A. 


; \ , ’ - a - A ’ A — =p 
Deut. 22:4 tov wooyov avtov °% wav KTivos avTod® (74. 7b. 


106. 134) a halakic amplification. 
(dq) Where the Hebrew idiom admits of an asyndetic con- 


struction, the Greek may introduce the disjunctive partic 
:~ a a. ul ™ \ , f meinen 
(a) Lev. 25:40 os pucOwtos 7 (var. Kal) TAPOLKOS / awe 


awins; Ps. 13(14):2 = 52(53):3 cuvior 7 («at U > 27. 277; in 


acne 
52(53) sub ~ Alex.) ék{ntav tov Oeevy/ DTD AN wT Sor. 
Especially in phrases like two or three, four or five, etc.: IV Kings 
9:32 "AX Isa. 17:6 dvo0 # tpeis / MEDD Or; Isa. 17:6 réccapes 

i) wévre / IIT MII"N ; Si. 13:7 Sis A tp6/ DIS DME. 
(8) Gen. 44:16 ti avrepodtpev .. . . H TH nani Ti 
mereanye Emegy maare imen 282 2. Lev. 11:10 


dicaw$apev / PIVESS FTW21 WI TS... MS 
év T@ VdaTL } (var. Kal, } Kal, >F. 16. 55. 59. 64. 106" Ald. pa 


Slav. A) & tais Oadaooas Kai év Tos yemmappors = Samar. 
poms) ovas ova (O°. > #); Deut. 22:6 & ty odo 7 
(>Damasc.) émi mavre dévdpe } eri THs ys / SN Vo 223 7773 


a 
(y) At the beginning of anew clause: Num. 18:29 avo travtv 
Tav douatov vuov....  (>AFM. 15. 16. 18. 19. 28-30. 32. 44. 
52-59. 64. 73. 74. 16. 77. 82-85. 106. 108. 118. 128. 181. 134. 
Compl. Ald. Lips. Cat Nic. Copt. Arab". Slav. Ostrog. BES") 
aro TavTwy TOV aTrapyav / aon Ssn.... corona sa; III 
Kings 18:27 4 mn mote / “8; Job 9:14 éav 8 wou iraxovcerat, 
say sas ons : 


} (>Compl. €) diaxpivet ta pnywata pov = “2d ee 
ay "727 FMIN ; 11:8 °9 Babvrepa® (A) tev ev adou / Tpiay 


Va eee ee) 
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Sinw; 14:2 4 a@otep avOos / vss (did 13:28 stand between 
14:1 and 14:2?); 19:24 4 & erp éyyrudivar (+ els waptvpiov 
139. 147. 256; the same in front of 7 249; % sub X; according to 
S from @, = 795/793) / aE MSA IS; 27:9 °i ewedOovons° 


= We ive ) = 

(émrenXOovons dé A. 249, 254) avT@ avayKns (the whole > 3%) F tie 
sas Ty wan; 33:15 4 & MeXETH VUKTEPLYH = a ee ree! 
6 MSS. SH/ ‘5 wm; ibid.,  (C. 110. 137-139. 147. 157. 160. 
161. 248. 249, 251-253. 256-258. 260. 261. Compl. Ald. 1) érav 
emimintn / S522; 38:6 4 emi rivos (NL; él tivos 88 106) / 772 b9; 
thid., 24 4 oxedavvutat / VE"; Prov. 1:27 } (23. 103. 109. 147. 157. 
161, 252. 296. 297. Compl. ‘Ald. Alex. Slav. Ostrog. 3" «ai rell) 
6rav (ote 103) épyntar / N33; Isa. 7:15 9 (> 93. Compl. $3) 
gegen / TINS; 21:13 4 (Sixt. > BRAQT. 26. 36, 41. 48. 49. 
51. 62. 87. 90. 97. 106. 109. 144. 147. 233. 239. 301. 302. 305. 
306. pong 309. Compl. S$") év 77 080 / TITS ; 40:14 9 («ai 147) 
mpos Tiva / “2. | 

(6) In Hebrew, a general expression, summing up a number 
of particulars, may be joined asyndetically to what precedes, or 
be introduced by 1= in short. In either case, the Greek has 7. 
Thus, Exod. 22:10(9) Tama 551 Fe IN Nw IN TIAN, ioli- 
yov ) wooyov 7) TpdBatov 7 Tav KTHvos ; Deut. 15:21 "DN MCE 
37 Dom 5, YOXOv i) TUPAOr, 7) (var. 7) Kal, Kal) Tas (>85) wepos 
Tovnpos (-o0 82),so AFMN. 15. 16. 18. 19. 28-30. 32. 46. 53. 54. 
56-59. 64. 71. 73-77. 82. 83. 85. 106. 108. 118. 128. 129. 180. 
131. 134. Compl. Cat Nic. Slav. €. Arab*®. €%. August. («al av 
pa@pmov Tovnpov G, simply “@pov rovnpor rell). 

(e) While it is permissible freedom to present an appositive 
in the form of an alternative (Ruth 1:16 tod cataditreiv ce 4 (70. 
kal 58, Acodd- ed.” Georg. E) amoorpéwar dria bev cov / =15 qaI95 
TN’), we meet with cases of inadequate or erroneous exegesis, 
when subordinate constructions are turned into co-ordinate ones. 
Thus, Exod. 13:12 Tama 73w 7D 524, («al sub XS") way 
diavoiyov pytpav ° €x had: Bovxortwy 7 (var. cai; > 15. 56. 129. 
Compl. Philo. Arab*)° (sub ~ 3") €v tots xtnveciv cov; é« (Trav) 
Boveoriwv caamnn to "3, comp. Deut. 7:13; 28:4, 18, 51; 


n, if genuine, would indicate that the translator took “Z as in the 
absolute state and co-ordinate with ‘2; it is altogether unnecessary 
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to assume that @ read ‘34 ‘ww. Lev. 13:19 maTs5N M2 nT, 
where the second adjective soil the first and the two represent 
a compound, white-reddish, the Greek has whitish or reddish, 
Tnravyis Aeveaivovea 7 (see Frankel, Einfluss, 165) wuppifovea; 
similarly ibid., 42 D273 => Ya2, aby Aevedy ) (> F. 59) sruppc- 
fovoa;: ibid., 43 seh pian. meee 5 a (AF. Sixt. > B) wuppc- 
fovoa. I Esdr. 6:32(33)= II Esr. 6:12 Mdb2m5 Mewmd, where 
the first aaiien is subordinate to the second, to alter (the law) 
so as to destroy, is misconceived as asyndetic co-ordination, a\Xa- 
Ea (var. adXodoa) # (Kai 243. Compl. Ald., but correctly aoe 
19. 93. 108) adavicar (var. duapOeipar). 

(e) In parallelismo membrorum: 

Job 3:16 ™N IW NDS pdd9. 2 |. SED IN, f bomep ex- 
tpoya.... (> CasPaTy) Gomep vajior of ovK Eldov Has. 

Job 5:26 nya wes Mbs>. . . . 5 (so Merx, Dillmann; ® 
mb22; according to Beer ™>22 5G, doublet), @OTrEP TiTOS WpLLoS 
°xaTa Katpov (+ avTod ALGBS") Gepifcuevos® (sub — $"), 4 
(> 26. 106) @omep Opond (var. Onnovna, Pvypwna) adovos (sub 
— 3") xa?’ @pav cvveomobeica. 

Job 6:15 DPENS Sm2 ve (O°SM2 prexs i), Somep yeruadppovs 


. } (kai ©) oorep xia. 


. 
Job 6:16 .... mp woo “by seo PN... 
(390 posm° aby bi "32 Bp iy) olTives pe hiiaibebors, 


nA 


vov emimeTTT@KATIY MOL MoTTEP YiwV t KPVoTAAXOS TreTNYOS. 

Job 13:28 525, 7) @omep iwatiov. 

Job 15:9 FAN, 4H Té cvvieas. 

Job 26:2 mon, ) (> 157 wai ©) rim pérArgeas Bonbeiv. G 
read mD 155, 19 15 D7. 

Job 32:19 MISNS, 4} (cai 16. BL) aorep gvonrnp. 

Ps. 14(15):1 jaw? 5 (71 46 MSS.), 4 (N°? ART. 21. 
55. 65. 67. 69. 80. 81. 99. 100-102. 106. 111-115. 140. 143. ae 
150. 152. 154. 156. 162-167, 169. 170-175. 181. 183. 185. 187. 
189. 191. biceaesiily 199. 200-206. 208. 212. 215. 219. 222. 223. 
227. 263. 278-286. 288-293. Compl. Ald. Orig. Theodor. €%S" ™ 
kai rell; on the grouping of the MSS. of the Psalter see Rahlfs, 
Der Text des Septuaginta-Psalters, 1907, § 8) t& Kkatacknvoce. 

Ps, 59(60):11 = 107(108):11 “2mm "2 ("273 M2 HH), 4 (RO" 
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(ipse fort del) RT, 13, 27¥44, 39. 55. 65-67. 69. 80. 81. 99-101. 111- 
114. 140-146. 150. 154. 156. 162-175. 177-180. 185. 187-191. 
193-196. 199-206. 208. 211. 212. 214-217. 219. 223. 264. 265. 
267-272. 274-277. 279-282. 284-286. 289-293. Compl. Ald. 
Theodor. A®*. Syr. Slav. Vindob. «ai 210. 227. 283™)rell; in 
107(108):11 N°*ART > rell) ré& odnyjoe pe. 

Ps. 93(94):16 ae°m “S, 7 (sub ~ Alex.; «ai 210; n.... 
pot > 144‘) ris cvvrapactycertai pot. 

Ps. 143(144):3 DIN 52 (33) certain MSS.), # (sub — Alex.) 
vios avOpatrov. 

Prov. 20:9 "35 "MDT, 4} Th& mappnodcerar KaOapos elvar ard 
dpapTiov. 

Hos. 14:10 3123, # (> 68. 87. 91. 130. 228. 310. 311. Ald. 
%S". Philo. Clem Al. «ai 97. 153. Compl. Orig. Bas M. Cyr Al. 
Chrys.) suvntds. 

> Ps. 57(58):9 S52, 4 éxtpwpua. 

(f) In the following places, the presence of the Greek disjunc- 
tive rests on a variant in the Hebrew text underlying ©6, or the 
particle is part of a passage wanting in the lertus receptus of ®, 
but apparently present in the Hebrew text underlying 6: 

Exod. 7:9 onpeiov °i) (mE) tépas® (> Arab'*, S")=48 MIN 
msva / MEY. 

Exod. 12:44 «ai mavra (B*) ofkérnv twos (AF. alii) i) (xat 
AFM. 14. 16. 18. 19. 25. 29. 30. 52. 54. 55. 58. 59. 71-74. 76-78. 
84. 85. 108. 118. 130. 131. 134. 185. Ald. Orig. Cyr Al. AS*EB. 
Jac Nisib) apyupaxytov = 50> Mpa wee jay ds1/ say dD" 
FoS Msp ws. G took WN Tay in the sense of MS 75°; 
comp. Gen. 17:12, 13, 23, 27; Lev. 22:11. With ® go Slav. 
Ostrog. Arab’. 

Exod. 22:14(13) ° aiyparortov yévntar® (> A*F. 14. 16. 58. 
59. 77. 130. BES") = Tawi IN; comp. vs. 9, > #. 

Lev. 10:9 ° (> 75) mpooropevopever tbuav pos To Oucvactnpiov® 
(>58) = Maran 58 DoMwsa WN; comp. Exod. 28:39 (43); 30:20; 
also 88:27 (40:32), > ®. 

Lev. 13:55 °éornpicta: év TO ivatio i) ev TH oTHpom 7 ev TH 
kpoxn® (> 72) = 2992 WW NWA NW HAD... . / SW AND 
WAI. WW INN "ps. But see Frankel, Hinfluss, 127. 
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Lev. 17:3 7 (>15 et Ambros. Georg.) tav mpoondtTov 
(+ BA) tev rpockepéevav® (> 130") év twiv’? (>GN. 16. 19. 
29. 30. 52. 54. 57. 73-77. 82. 84. 85". 106. 108. 118. 128. 131¢. 
134. Compl. Cat Nic. Arab!*, Acodd-ed.) Cyr Al, EB) = 757 4755 
DssiNS 737; comp. vss. 8 wae 10, a 


Ovpas 54. Cyr Al. in one 
oKNVHS og )) TOU map- 


Ley. 17:4 Kai émi °tnv Ovpav® (Tas 
citation THs Ovpas 59 tn Ovpas 75) ° THs 
tupiou un (eio- 16, 74. 76. 128) eveyen (+ adto G. 57. 73. 75. 77. 


106. 130. 131. 134. Cat Nic. Arab! ? Acodd. ed. qutoy 54) —(G) 


@ote (>N. 198) °rotjoa avto (avtos 16. 30. 57. 73. 77. 85. 


130. 131. Cat Nic.)° (tr. 19. 118)°° (> Arab?) es (> 16. 29. 30. 
73. 77. 85. 130. 131. Cat Nic.) odroKadrmpa 7 (> 15. Arab3; eis 
G. 16. 19. 54. 57-59. 73. 75. 77. 85. 108. 131. Cat Nic.) c@rnpiov 
(-dov 18. 30. 64. 128. Lips.) ° Kupi@ («uv A. 19. 30> F. 59. "1, pr 
T@ 55. Cyr Al.) dextov® (tr. 56) ets @ounv edwdias, °° Kal ds (ws 75*) 


av (éav 32. 75) opak&y ew (> 72; + castra Copt. Arab*) °xai 
(>59. 72. 75. Cyr Al.) émi thv Ovpav tis oxnviis ToD paptupiov 
aed (ov S4) py évéyen avo (> 16. 52. 54. 74-77. 84. 106. 134. 
Cat Nic.) ¢ (G) (the obelized passage > Compl. Arab!*. Cyr Al. 
7. 73. Cat Nic. ) wh (BA. Cyr Al. 

); 


5; + avto G. Arab!*, F™) dapov 


in one citation) @aTe (womrep 52.5 
7 


» F. Sixt.) rpocevéyxar (-cev 54. 
(Swpa 134) Kupim (prt@ F.Sixt.; > BAN Cyr Al.) amévavte ° ris 
oxnvas® (>106; + Tod paprupiov 55. 59. 64. 74. 84. 106. 129. 134. 
Compl. Ald. ) page (pr Tod 57. 73. Cat Nic.; > 55. 59. 64. C ompl. 


Ald. ) (>19. 53. 56. 108. 118) / IN"S NS IWS mR mms Dh 
s ° > 

mes re pss er S ovmde os mds one niesd Samar. | 

4 mamma | = om epeeme = = % e ™ memeamene 

\= Pp ‘ - \-s Pp) | als get a) 2 vi $= iy Mihi >) Sy rt ak % ite ) aw ‘| 


ree a =) —55 sm. According to Frankel, Einfluss, 162, 
6 is the result of a conflation of two readings (so already Grotius), 
while Samar. is dependent on ©. Presumably, however—note 
the homoio-teleuton IN"27 ... . IN"2%—, the conflation was 


amt | 

already present in the Hebrew text underlying 6, while Samar. 
represents an attempt at disaskeuastic correction: y rma Won" 
for W723 UMD? WR 'W SG. 

) ww , aA Oo? , ‘\ * 

Lev. 20:10 av@pwrros os av poryevontar yuvaixa ° avdpos, 7 ds av 
poyevontar yuvaika ToD TANGIov® (TOV mANTiov 7 avdpos Twos 53 
> Damasc.) / MSS. = "WN WN ACN AN EN ON WN} 
W937 MWR MN FN PST! WN text. recept. 
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Ley. 25:47 7@ rpoonddT@ 4 TO Tapolkw / SLIM 73> (10 MSS. 
Samar, 3@° 357M text. recept. ). 

Num. 14:23 ~ (G. Arab!:?) “adn 9° (addra@ 19. 59. 108. 129. 
Compl.) 7a tékva avta@v per’ €uov @dv (+ onuepov Compl.; tr. Copt. ; 
onpepov without @de S5™. 130*), door ovK oldacw ayabov (-Ba 19. 
44. 54. 74-76. 84. 106. 108. 118, 134. Slav. Ostrog. Georg.) 4 
(AFGM. 16. 18. 28-30. 32. 52. 54-58. 71. 73. 77. 82. 83. 128-131. 
Compl. Ald. Lips. Cat Nic. Cyr Al. Acod4-ed S" et Slav. Ostrog. 
Georg. E ové€ rell) xaxov (-ca 19, ete., as above), was vewrepos 
arepos (> 75), Tovtas doom (do 16. 53. 73. 77. 131*) trav yhv > B®. 
See the writer’s “Studien im griechischen Alten Testament,” I, 
ZAW., XXVIII (1907), 235. 

Num. 30:3 4 °opiontar opiou@ (-wov 19. 136, Ang. >54)° (tr. 
BN. 75. 129. Orig. Cyr Al. Aced4- ed. and with the reading opxicpo 
44, 74. 76. 82. 106. 184) = S ="ON “WSN IN / TOR WRN. 

Deut. 13:6(7) © é« watpos gov 4) (et Arab?) (>Slav. Ostrog.; 
sub ~ G) é« untpos cov (>58. Cypr. Jul Firmic. Pacian. ) = Samar. 
eX ja IN PSN js / TaN js. 

I Kings 14:41 té (> A. 245. 247) Ote ob« arexpiOns (-On A. 
247) t@ dovAw cov onpepov; 7 (BA. 121™P", 29, 55. TL. 106. 
134. 242. 245. 246 e¢ Sixt. >121) év euot } év “lwvabav t@ vio 
pov » (>44) adieia; °° Kvpre °6 Beds “Iopanr® (>44)°° (> 121. 


GA cord. ed.) | S45 SHrous (-ovs 106 -os 254)- °°° °° wai €av (ef 3. 82. 
108) °rade eizrn (-ns 44. 74. 93. 106. 120. 121. 123. 134. 247. Ald. 
-o1¢ 82. 108)° (7a de exarns N. 20. 52. 55. 56. 54. 71. 92. 119. 144. 


236, 242. 244-246. Cat Nic.), °dos 8) (> 44. 74. 106. 134. 247 év 
121) 7@ Aa@ cou "Iopanr® (€v TO Aa@ adixia 19 ev TOR. 7 a. 108 
év T@ XA. 82. 93 év TO A. cou ’l. H a. 14. 29. 52. 55. 56. G4. 71. 92. 
119. 144. 236. 242. 244-246. Cat Nic. 7@ A. cou "I. 123 ev to 
Sovrw cov I. a. 245) °° (aut si ita est in populo tuo haec iniqui- 
tas 1) oovdrnta°®°°? (>Compl.) /O%SMN Fam. See Wellhausen, 
Driver, ad locum. 

IV Kings 2:16 °ev t@ “lopdavn® (sub ~ S"> 19. 82. 93. 108. 
Compl. = A) # (> AN. 19. 74. 92. 93. 106. 108. 134. 158. 245. 
Compl. Ald. 3". Slav. Ostrog.) > ®. 

I Esdr. 9:4 = Ezr. 10:8 év dvoly (dv0 19. 108) 7 > ®. 

Job 9:12 7 Tis épet / AN" "2. 

Prov. 6:8 4 mropevOnt «Tr. (sub — S$", Alex. > Compl.) > #. 
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Proy. 20:21(27) °# Avyvos® (A. 106. 149. 248, 252-254. 260. 
296. Compl. «ai X. 297) > B. 

Isa. 41:22 4 (+ «ai 26) ta rpotepa / MIZZN I, possibly rests 
on a misconception. 


Lam. 2:13 7 7¢= 773" plur. MSS. / 73 text. recept. 


bm 


Cant. 8:4 ’A Al. év (rais) dopxaow 7 év éhadhos THs yopas = 
Stn mina IN MINDED > w. 


Sir. 51:24 7 (N°*% 253 +70 248 H wai 23) Aeyere (EAnyerTE 


: Isa. 40:14 °9 (536 prm tis ed@xev avtw $7. 91. 198. Ald; sic 
nisi wapedoxev 97, 228. 309) tu tpoddmxev adt@ Kal avtarrodo0n- 


e 


Georg. Slav. BC) > ®. 


(y) In the following passages, the identification with the 


getat auT@® (NS. 26. 49. 86. 90. 104. 106. 233. 239. 306. Alex. 


Hebrew remains an unsolved problem: 

Isa. 3:6 4} (> 26 «ai 41. 303. 305. 307. Ald. %) 10d ofxedouv 
(oixov 93 wAnalov 303-305. 307) / M2. 

Isa. $:8 xkai adgedret aro ris “lovdaias avOpwrov ds duvyjceta 
Kehariy dpa ) (ee N°» A. 106) duvarov cuvterécacbail te / TO 


aieeiaiientiaiee 


nee RE ee ee = wacer 
7 ai NTS “TY '—/ we bet I ce 
Isa. 10:15 ws av tus apn paBdov h Evrov (+ vywOnoetar Evrov) / 
\? NR OD OTD PA" ON Gad Ca. 
meme mh hae 


[sa. 17:7 xadapn 7 (ai 147) ws pwyes eXalas / MNF TPID MI27. 
[sa. 23:13 9 (A* ec 106 adda Slav. Mosq.) «ai aitn npnywrac 
amd tov ’Acovpioy / 28 WT ND OST TT. 

Dan. 6:17(18) © Or@s wy ar’ adtav apn 6 Aaunr i) 6 Bacireds 
avTov avacrdon éx TOV AdKKoU / Sn°73 SY Norn Nd. para- 
phrastic. 

Hos. 6:9 E’ 4) mapodevovtas eis Yuyeu dia Tis eidwXoTrovias 


eames Ree ee eee ———_ = 


avtav THs aBeuirov / FV255 IMS pt Dm aN. 
(b) Doubled: 7... . 9 
1. In Hebrew: 
(1) IN... . 58 (according to Driver in the English Gese- 
nius, Oxford, 1906, rare; he cites two instances, Ley. 5:1 and 
Ley. 13:48, 51; the former is correct and is recognized by 6; 
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the latter example rests on an erroneous conception of the passage 
which also underlies the rendering of EV: whether it be in (the) 
warp, or woof; of linen, or of woollen. Rather translate: or in 
the warp or woof, whether it be of wool or linen. The two alter- 
nates are 735 (vs. 48) and 357 SN "Mo; in each of these, again, 
“2 and D°ME are alternates): 

Lev. 5:1 «ai obros waptus i) (e¢ A129) éwpaxev fh (e@ A) 
ovvo.oer, comp. Y testisque fuerit, quod aut ipse vidit, aut con- 
scius est / 37 IN FN IN I NT. 

Lev. 25:49 eis trav adeApav cov AvTpwceTar adTov: 7) (128 E) 
adedpos °°ratpos avtod °% vids® (>72. 85) aderpod matpos °° 
(> 130) Avtpwcera adTov / WTF 53 IN WIT IN S9S5NS" TN IM 
">No". First the generic word ( hbs ), then the particulars (07 

Lev. 5:2 Aris éav Gnta TavTos Tpaypyatos axabaprou, 7) Ovnat- 
patov Onprarwrov (elsewhere = FE%G) axabdprov 7) tav Ovnotpaiwy 
Béervypatov (Tov) axaBapTwv 7) TOV Ovnoipatov KTNV@V TOV Aka- 


5). 


Odprov / nos IN mere orn ndaza oN Nio 727 Sa yan eK 
No0 VO M2525 8 n Selo rama. On the Greek text see above 
a. 2. a; on the variant VPre at the same place. 

(2) SN... . 3 that is to say, the first of the alternate dis- 
junctives is not expressed in Hebrew at all. As the examples 
will show, there is, as a rule, no agreement in the Greek codices 
with regard to the employment of a double disjunctive, where the 
Hebrew has only one: 

Lev. 5:6 4 (59. Euseb.) auvada 4 xiuarpav é& aiyov / F202 
aT nso IN. 

Lev. 13:24 adyafov tnXavyés NevKdv ° 7) Vrrotruppifov 7 ExXevKov® 
(83. Slav. Ostrog. Acod4. ed. correct as far as the sense goes, 
although against the accentuation. Other readings: # (v7o)- 
mu(p)pifov 72. 74-76. 106. 134. Ald., a contracted reading, but 
otherwise correct; (Uo)mu(p)piSov 7 éxdevxov B. rell = ; the 
same, but with omission of Aeveov, A, yields the same sense. Cor- 
rupt readings: 9 AevKov » vom. exr. Arab®, n Xr. y Exr. UTTOT. 53, 
n €KX. NEUKOV (v7) mw. 29. 56, n exdX. up. Compl., 7 exr. A. 7. 
€KX. 129) I 995 IW MAVAIN ra nis ‘4 

Lev. 13:52 4 (FM. 16. 18. 30. 32. 53. 56. 58. 64. 72-74. 
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77. 82. 106. 108. 118. 128. 134. Compl. Ald. Lips. Cat Nic. Slay. 
Mosq. A « 75) év tots épeois °% ev Tois Auwwois® (> F)/ IN “2E2 
DNs... 

Ley. 13:59 (uariov 7} (72 B) ° €peod ) otimmuvod® (> A) / 732 
wm em =a ee 
Se ae S aonb i. 

Lev. 22:4 # (Lips™. > rell) Aempos 4 péwy / BF IN TITS. 

Num. 9:10 °7 (AM™ 15. 16. 19. 28. 30. 32. 44. 52. 54. 57. 64. 
73. 74. 76. 77. 82-85. 106. 118. 130, 131. 134. Ald. Lips. Cat Nic. 
Chrys. Slav. Acodd- ed. es without vay 75> rell) (év) duiv? (> 58. 
59. £ = S$) # (> 54. 59. 75. 106. Arab!) év rais yeveais buav / O2> 
marge man 
me N 


. 
——= SN —_ we 
» 


Num. 15:3 #) (56. Compl.) oAoxaprra@pma 4 Ovoiav / M23 Pe 
Thid., ) (44. 106. & éav N e¢ rell) wév aro tév Bodv i) ard Tov 


Nl ee ee ee ee) 
ASS) ae od TS |j“=) b jms 


mpoBdran 
Num. 15:11 4 (58. Slav. Ostrog.) é« rév mpoBatwv i é« Tav 
aiyov / DIS IW O53. 
Deut. 13:7(8) 7 (19. 108. 118) trav eyySevtavy cor  Tav 


{mae ee ee oe wN =e eee 
. 


paxpav ato cov / W335 OPIN PON DVS". 
Deut. 15:21 7) (59. Copt. Georg. Acodd. ed. 35) ywXov i) tuddov / 
vy IN mos. 


Deut. 22:6 9 (44. 54. 58. 74. 75. 106. 134. BE) voocois 4 


Date ———— &  alabenten toh <a 
@O0is D == ib les | EN . 
- 


Jud. 11:34 4 (75) vios i} Ovydrnp / D2 IN 4D. 
I Kings 14:6 4 (44. 106. 120, 134. Ald. Slav. Ostrog.) év 7rod- 


ama -——_s 


Aois 7 Ev OALyos / UII IN B72. 
In first two of the following three instances, the copulative 1 
which serves to introduce a new case is ignored in the translation; 
in the third, the 1 is a necessary element which should not have 
been ignored: 
Ley. 13:29  avépi } yuvaxi (Orig. in Cat Nic. eal... . 9 


F. Sixt. cai. ...wai.... rell)/ MWR IW WR. 
Lev. 13:38 4 dvdpa 7 yuvaina (53 wal... . 4H. ... rell)/ 
psON IN WN. 
Ley. 14:22 4 (A) 800 tpvydvas 7) S00 voocods TrepaTtepav/ "TVD" 
hia) wal ow IN Dm). 
More than two alternatives: 
Lev. 7:11(21) 7 av Gnta ravtos tpdypatos axabdprou, i) aro 
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axaBapoias avOpwrwv 7) TOV TeTpaTdbwv TV aKkaBapTwY 7) TraVTOS 


BoervypaTos dxaddproy / MOM2a ON DIN MNwos No Sa yan 


RDO vPro pn IN NSO. 
Lev. 17:3; 22:27 @ (Theod.; in 22:27, 53) wooyxov 7} rpcBartov 


ialya/39 NW DID ON TN. 
Deut. 17:3 4 (44. 54. 74-76. 106. 134. Lucif Cal.) te 7rAM@ F 


. 
aene ques 


™ SEAHVY 7) TaVvTi TOV €K TOU KOo Mov Tov ovpavod = M™"> 5m wow 
pyowm wax 555 ow 9) wow. 


Deut. 22: :6 ) (53) ev th 06@ % emt ravti dévdpe i eri THs 


IN V2 552 v3. 


yas / VON 2 

Ley. 22:22 7 (55. Acodd ed. et E> rell) truprov ° 7) cuvterpimme- 
vov® (> Arab!:*) 4 yA@oodtpnTov 7) wupunKi@vta °7) (Kal 54. 75) 
popaypavra® (> B*) 4 Auyjvas Exovra / VIMT AN MDS IN NY 
Neo" IW 375 WN M3" WN. 

tiger 

Exod. 22:4(5) # (M. 14. 16. 18. 25. 30. 52. 54. 57-59. 73. 77. 
78. 130. Cat Nic.) ta BéAtiota (var. «adddoTa) TOD aypod avTod 7 
s AFM. 14. 16. 18. 19. 25. 52-57. 59. 64. 71. 73. 74. 77. 78. 84. 

. 118. 129. 130. 134. Compl. Cat Nic. BE «ai rell) °ta BédXtioTa 


= mm wAnee 


(var. KaAmMaTA)° (> 75. 76. 106) Tod leans avrov / INS 3 


5955 = santas 
-_— = = mil 


Josh. 8:20 4 (71) db } 8 / FI midis 
eee mee ma 


I Kings 25:36 ppya i ( Ald.) mexpov } péya / 39751 SUP MST. 
Note Lev. 22:23 4 (58 «ai rell) pooyov i) mpdBatov / "VZ% 


I Kings 12:3 4 (19. 108 e Compl. Ace’. e4. 4} Greg.) wooo 
Tivos eiAnda ) (>44) dvov (+% 44) °rivos eirAnda® (> 74. 106. 
120. 134. Ald. Georg. Slav. Iren.)°° (> 71. 121% 245. 247. Theod. ) 


x / / e A Aa / 3 / a , \ 
 tiva (>44) xateduvactevoa “vuav 7) tiva é€etrieca, 7) ex yeLpos 


tives edAnpa® (>44)= MN “NAPS “2 yam cnmpd 2 Tw MN 
“‘Mmp? “2 TS MIS 2 AN _ giles my... . TW MN 


p> 
“SY “tWS". W ith 6 go ah MSS. € 
(4) BWI... . GR: 
I Chr. 21:12 4 (> 19. 74. 93. 108. Compl. Ambr. ) Tpla eTN 
ALmov, 7 Tpeis vas... . H Tpels MBEPAS / a5" pw whw ON 


ov modw ox)... . own moody oN. 
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(5) % ° Wa: 

I Esdr. 8:24= Ezr. 7:26 éav te cai Oavar@ éav te Kai tTiwpia, 
a > ~ \ +) > a y / A” »? a a= maege oe 
7 (wn B. 55 kat N) apyupucn Synuia ) araywoyy / (4 AVS WT 


. . ° 
“""5ONS) see ae kee | ie tees en oge & 
| for bw | wae wat yb) | a be ow 


2. In a passage wanting in ®: 
Num. 15:6 étav rote avtov } ( BS") AF. rell) es oAoKatvtwpua 
ih eis Ovciar. 
(c) 7 alternating with a negative 


Exod. 15:11 © obre év duvactedais, ove ev ayracu@ éEvowOjval 
a 


Tis Suvncetat, i) KaTa TL your ouorwOvat (s. Field) free for MD2> "3 


Se ee ee ee 
al (ated No re om bibs Ld the « 


Ezek. 3:5f. diért ob mpos Aaov . . . . ovdE m™pos Naovs TroAXOdS 
arropwvors 7) aAAXoyAWacOUS OVdE oTLBapor’s TH YAWooN dvTas does 
not belong here; see above a. 2. b. Note that © read sy 5 
pan ove = SU / Nd (= 8). 

Job 34:8 7 comes from © as a continuation of vs. 7b; in the 
original © it undoubtedly read ovéé as a continuation of ody duap- 
Tov ovdé aceBjoas = ITE "SB.. . . vs. 6b. The following tran- 


script will show in vss. 6-8 the parts coming from © and therefore 


wanting in the pre-Origenian ©: 
SIDN “UE OF’ | éevoarto b€ TO Kpiwati pov: 


a, Yara ee e¥ ee 3 
= "IN X0/ S$") Biaay 70 BéXos pov avev adixias. 


+o awa me ae lw lah 


STYND "35 "2 ' X76 avnp oorep “lwP, 


a | hw 


4 . 
(  -—as-_m oo mm “ / \ , Paw 
;O"S5 352 AML Krivev pvetnpicpov wWorep vowp ; / 
. 1 i . , : d : 
SIN "DTD OF MMIMD MN = ody auaptav (-ravwvy &) ovdé acePn- 


LIN "255 DS =iep. 
: aas {,°% 0d00° (249 » ovéd ov B. Sixt. 
ovode A, 23. €B% 7 ovd orws 260 ovd 

orws N° * C, 110. 137-139. 147. 157. 

160. 161. 248. 250-259. 261. Compl. 

% ov 6 odos Ald. ov doAws 106) Kowve- 

vnoas (+ 6000 AC) pera (+ Tar 106. 


alii) 7rovovvTw@y Ta avoua, 


The insertion from © >€%; note that both read ovéé in vs. 8; 
vs. 7) alone > 261. On the other hand, we find the obelized 
passage in vs. 8 > 139. 147. 256. 
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II. i) INTERROGATIVE 


(a) In Disjunctive Interrogation 


6 —_- — i 


l. eéegee .... §, Beobwow GH... . 71° 7... 2 HT. 
a. Os ss «<@ Bete Ue) ...«. 7? BW....47 
-_ |) am — 12 3 
1 2 Se wesw ee Re 6 ew ey eee ew 


.... ON." Invariably a formal alternative. In two instances,” 


ti yap; precedes, 





Nore.—lIsa. 29:16 my épet To mWAdoTWa . . . «3 4) TO TOtnwa TO 


wojoarvts....3/.... TS TAR WZ"... . MoID WN “SD. 
The interrogative force was derived from the preceding “25 DN 


aw! | am ii, 


DIM AST, ody was 6 TAOS TOD Kepapdws rROYLCOncETOe (-OnoE- 


Tat N*);. 


6 Job 7:12 7, Oddacod ciue » Spdxwv; / 93 DN IN DW. The alternative in this case 
is not a real one excluding the other, but merely a formal one (synonym). 


9 


7 Job 13:7 f. 7. ov« evavte Kupiov Aadeire, Evavte 5€ avtov bbeyyeode d0Aov; # (ec A, 254 dpa 256 


PROM PIR AMA WAIN 17 mds 4 Sxbr (1G 


in doublet) vrogreActade 
read Seb nop). The translator of his own accord introduces a formal, alternative con- 
struction, where the Hebrew leaves the two questions unrelated even on their formal side, 
although it is true that we find in Hebrew not infrequently ®.... with the force of 
SN... .M (see below). With still greater freedom Job 7:1f. 7. oxi Tetparyprov €atuv o Bios 
avOpwrov emi THS yis.... 3 9) Womep Oepamwy ....3 /. ee aa) by Wud NAY non 


= oom 
be ow 


8 Twenty-seven times in &, 7 in 3, once in Al. Example s: Gen. 37:8 un Bacrdevwr Bactrev- 
cers €b’ Nuas, H KUplevwy Kuprevoers Quav; / 335 SWMP wn rN sy y San 120 arnt 


- 
Job8:3 uno KUpLOS GLK TEL KPiYwWV; HO Ta TaVvTA TOLHCAS 7 tapager TO dixacov; o5Swsn ms. ssn 


whey Mw WW SN; Hab. 3:8 nh év rorauots wpyicGys, Kupre; 4 €v ToTOKMOLs O Oumos Gov; °7 
Alex.) €v @adacon Td dpunua aov;° (>N*) TDN B7733 PR MVP TM San 


qrmay Du CN. 


9 Jud. 18:19 wh (4H 44. 54. 59. 76. 82. 84. 106. 134 €c 75) ayadow eivai ce... . (ee TH wy 13h vid) 
yeverOai ve TEI IN... TVS BIA; LV Kings 6:27 mi (>82. 93. 108. Compl. Al. ed.) 


aro adwvos 7 (Kai 236, 242) ard Anvod; apn s0 wN TIT van ; 


19 Ps, 49(50):13 wy (prm 7 182: od Greg. Nyss.) dayouac Kpéa tavpwv; % (aAA’ ovdé Cyr Al.) 





aiua tpaywv mona; / PWN OMS ST SVAN Wa Son. 
11 Four times “y &, once in &. oy , Ruth 1:13 wy (cai Al. ed., Georg.) avtrovs mpocddterbe 
3 7 (wat N, 29. 30. 55, 56. 58. 63 wld. A 1. ed . Georg. £E ec 75 } Slav.) avrois catacyeby- 
pat ; 
weobe 2.163 fee ee PVA E) fetoet s+ ee ete Wedel wer | (& read BRS). 


12Four times in &. E. g., Job 8:11 un (®orep od Chrys.) @addAee mamupos avev tdSatos; °R 
VywOyngerar BovTomor® (“AL H TANPvVOnGeETaAL Edos) avev moTOV; / NAW AVS Noa N03 ANIT 
ov %ba one. 

13 Job 6:12 wi taxis AOwv 7H ioxvs pov; H (>Chrys.) ai capxes mov ciow xadxeia; / FD ON 
Mins WA ON "AD OVINE. 

14 Job 27:10 Bn exet Twa Tappycias €vavte avTov; ws éemixadegapuévov avTor eigaxovcetat 
avrou; / Py $5 =sIN x"p" ss9F- 0 by CN. But see the preceding verse. 


15 Job 4:17; 21:4. 
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B: ae ver: @" : ...$" Hebrew GRC)... . 7." BW... R,; 


2 —_ — — ! — il 23 
! 


ie a Ge Owes bbe es CRe «2 © 2 FO% , - 2s: 


t. . ... 7, that is, the initial question is not marked by an 


interrogative particle.“ Hebrew: ON... . 4," = 
7 — 7 - 2s 
i . . . . Bie ' . . . . 


). In a number of passages, the double question is due to cor- 
ruption in the Greek texts,” or to a plus representing a reminis- 


cence from elsewhere,” or to freedom of translation,” or to inexact 


exegesis,” or to a variant in the “ Vorlage.” 




















16 Jn classical Greek, 7 .... 7 is found mainly in epie literature, both in direct and 
indirect questions; et ....7 also outside the epic literature and never in direct questions 
(Kihner-Gert IT?, $589, 12 and 14). et in direct questions is peculiar to New Testame 
Greek (Blass, $77, 2; Blass calls attention to the usage in & and designates it, in agreement 
with Viteau a Hebraism, “als Ubersetzung fir hebr. ;” one fails, however, to see 
how the Hebrew influence should have induced the use of ei in preference to worepov or my 
The variatic the codices is such that it is impossible to tell whether 4....%4 or 
ei .+.. 7 Wasthe original. E. g., in indirect questions, Num. 13:19(18) cai dweo@e . . TOL 
Aaor , ‘ AF. 29. Compl. Lips.) toxuporepos eoriw 7 agOevys, 7 (et AF, 16. 18, 32. 54. 56 
131. Cat N Aug. Slav. Ostrog. Sh€ «ai et 75) oAcyou etoiv 7 modAAot; ibid., 20/19) Kai tis 7 
, ere ei AM. 15, 16. 18. 32. 44. 52. 64. 71. 74-76. 106. 118, 130. 131. 134. Compl. Lips. Cat Nic. 
Aug. Georg. a 1. BEShC€) xadn €orw H wovnpa: cai tives ai woAes . . . . , 2 (B. 15. 29. 54. 75. 
106. Compl. &> A codd. ed. $h et rell) ev tecxnpeow H ev arecxioras; ibid., 21(20) Kai ris 7 € 
GFH N. 15. 16. 18, 32, 44. 56. 64. 74. 76. 106, 118. 130. 151, 134. Georg. BShC> a 
Tiwy 7 Tape BF. 29. 82. E et rell) €or év avry dévépa Hy ov. For direct questions comp., 
e 1d. 2 N « A> 1. ed.) mporOamer ere efeAPerv . . . . ) Emeoxwuev; II Chron. 18:5 ei ropevéa 

Isa. 66:8 €¢ (7 R) wdevev y7 €v nucpa mia, FH Kat €réExXOn EOvos eis atrag 

17 Fr ‘ y we meet with the variant et. When ei precedes, the combination ei... . €: 
ensut But may be dealing with mere orthographic variants (itacism). 

‘Twent netimes. Job 13:25 is included, on the assumptionthat & read BR" FN. 
Eccl. 2:19; 11:6. 2011 Chron, 19:2. 21 Num, 13:19(18). 22 Micah 6:7. 
Mica 8. It is also possible that @ read "35% 

24K. g.. Josh. 5:13 jucrepos ef j trav brevavriwy; / ITAA SL MBX wdSm. Job 22:3 7 
yap: I ec 

25 Ten t s 26 Job 38:31. 27 Job 40: 24(29). 

‘M 2:13 (G read FIN" and took the rest as a question; prm et 22. Chrys. xai 


Isa. 28:24 mH OAnv Thy Nuepay apotprager 0 apotpiwy; 7H (ec 62 apparently a corruption for 


ets 22, 36. 48 144. 147. 308; ov 26) omopov mpoerommacer (prm 7H 22. 36. 48. 62. 93. 144. 147. 308; in 
that cas RHEL 6s eg ceive fase sd hm one @wunt our Gls 555. 
Isa. 50:2 éBapuva Td ovs mov TOU eicaxovaat 239, 306, a reminiscence from 59:1, 
Job 34:12 oin 6€ rov «vpioy arora moijce; } O mavToxpatwp Tapafer kpiow; The Hebrew 
has the sa thought in an asseverative form: x wi 7707" x Sy DSeN FN 


SEW MD: Isa. 59:1 wi ovk ioxver n xeip Kupiov tov gwaat; 4 EBapuvev ti ods av’Tov Tov wy 


—_— wena =n eae QAR SFaeeeeee exeemR aR een Ahm © +} 1) 
e.g aKkouTg ws STN €) babe > o js bla ohied ‘ rt NS is bs With still 
greater freedom Job 9:26 9 (et 106. 137-139. 147. 161. 248. 250. 252. 255. 256. 258. 261. Compl. Chrys. 
1) cai €orw vavolv ixvos od0v, F aeToOU TeTOMEVOU CnrovvTos Bopav; / MIN PVSN BY IDSoM 


: ' 
SQ SG coreg hee 
“=e - 
el =e 
fore re rs 


hel Re Fe eee ee 
ie i> i |: 


Job 40 S) f.oiec de... . Ff Bpaxiwy coi €or; 


G (ei A evidently in an interrogative sense) took the conditional particle (= Arabic a ) in 
Wer 
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(b) In Single Interrogation 
Hebrew: 7," DN(1),” ONT,” no particle.” 
For 7 in the single question, we meet with the variants €/,°* un.” 
? s ’ ” 
In a number of passages, the presence of the interrogative 
ton) ’ 5D 
particle is due to freedom of translation,” or to a variant in the 





Ven 99 41 

Vorlage. 
the sense of an interrogative (= Arabic 4 ). Ezek. 28:3 un coduwrepos ef od tov AavindA; H(A. 
Sixt. > BQ. 48, 51. 231. Compl.) vogot «rA,; / 54 b> b=" MN DSM MIM, apparently 
taken as an interrogative (= Orig.). Ibid.,4f. mn ev tH émcotjun cov... . F (AQ. 23, 26. 36, 


42, 48. 49. 51. 62. 68. 87. 88. 90. 91. 106. 147, 228, 231, 233. 239. 306. Compl. Ald. Hieron.) €v tn moAAq 
émoriun gov / TASH ANI... . FWSM, understood in the same manner. 

33 Jer. 11:15 win evyxai Kai xpéa ayra adeAovaw amd gov Tas Kakias gov, } TovTaAs Stadhevén; = 
935m (or EN) IN SMITA PSI MAT Wap Ww OI / wap ww ata 
Tom T "My 7D 7910 YIBI2. Jer. 14:9 wn (FN) Con... . F (xai 22. 36, 48. 51. 

62, 88, 96. 198. 231) ws dvyip «TAG = DID... TANT / WAI. sm mna> cad 
may be a repetition of 35 ( 75) at = end of the preceding verse, or we est haplography 
inthe * Voriage”’). Contrast Jud. 11:25 rod dccxavamevou Sixny 54, 55.59. 75 in a doublet = 3534 
ai/a sv. In the following passages, the restoration of r the “Vorlage”’ cannot be 
attempted: Job 37:20 un BiBAos 7 ypaumartevs > SDO WN; Isa. 23:8 wn joowr (nooor T votwv 
147) eoriv, 7 ovK ioxtver; / UN MIA DIMM; Isa. 40:19 un («ai Euseb.) eixova éroinoev réxtwv 
2 ee HF (NC 4 postea ras, 36, 48. 51. 90. 93. 106. 109. 144. 228. 233. 302. 308. Slav. Mosq. et B) ovotwna 
xateoxevacev avtov; / MBQIADY j-can ei wo mpn Tere «7 i O35 SoBm. 

34 Thirty-one times in &, twice in ’A, 3timesin =, 3timesin ®. E. g., Exod. 10:7 9 (un 
32 ct 5€ wy 19. 108 dpa 75 B) eidévac BovAer OTe awddAwAev Atyurtos; / FSN 15 WIM SOM 
Bmx". 

35 Three times in G, 3 times in’A, once in =, twice in ©. E. g., Job 6:30 °# 6 Adpuyé pov 
ovxt ~ (ovxi dé O A, wou 249, Ald ovxi S€ kai o A, mov AL) civerw pedreta; va xd "=3 ON 
Mum. In ® second part of a double question; but the first part was turned by the trans- 
lator into an asseveration (with inserted negative): ov yap €otw é€v yAwoon mov adcxov / WT} 
my wa. 

36 Job 6:13 first half (>251. 261. B) 7 ob« ém’ abte éreroibew; / 93 IAT TN ONT (G 
evidently read 45). 

377 Kings 21:(15)16 7 (AN. 19. 29. 44. 55. 56. 71. 74. 93. 106. 108, 119- ed 134. 158. 243-246, 
Compl. 7 82 « rell > B. 247) eatin cudiilan éyo / "EN DwIwA =“ I Kings 22:15 
H (et 71. 106, 242. 247, Ald. 7 134 ws A >) onpepov jpywar xrda.; /'355 et fing cn a 

38 E, g., I Kings 10:11, 44. 56. 74. 106. 120, 134. 144. 158, 246. 

39 EK. g., ibid., 23, 

40TI Kings 3:25 9 (wai 158>A) ov« oidas yt. Job 41:2(3) °% ovxi® (A 23>€ et cet) 
raga» Um’ ovpavoy enn cot; / NY > D"420n 55 Mmmm. Isa. 37:11 7 (NAOQ. 24. 26. 49. 

86. 106. 109. 198. 233. 302. 305. Georg. uy 41 4 od 239. 306. ov rell) ot« jeoveas PryDD TON. 

41 TT Kings 14:13 4 é« rod aropatos tov BactAéws KTA.; an "27705 (= wai éx Tod Aadeiv 
tov BaotAéa Compl.; A Kai éx Tov apie tov B.); Job 35:3 ° 7 epets (+ ri narevOvver cor H 249. L) 
Ti mowjow auaptwrv;* (Ne.a, AC, 23, | 59. 106. 110, 137-139, 147. 157. 160, 250-256, 258-261. Ald. ShBC) 
/ PROM Sox na 5 oO ma NM 5 nip «tA, Compl.) ; 38:14 7 od AaBav ynv 
mnAov émAagas Gwov / BPM Sens IDomM. Jer. 2:10 7 (N* ei rell) yéyover toradta= 
ANTS AAA / ANTS AN ya. 
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III. # COMPARATIVE 
1. The adjective in the comparative,” but also, in keeping with 
the Hebrew, in the positive.” Verbs may and may not have 
MadXov after them. The variants in the codices consist in the 
parallel constructions: the genitive of comparison,” mapa or v7rep.“ 
We meet also with the variant j7rep.". The Hebrew equivalent 


mae 
|‘ 


9. Phrases: 

(a) ad\Xko 7 7=ON "5 IV Kings 9:35 (varr. aA’ 7 A adr’ 
67e 7 11%; adXAo Te 253. 244). 

(b) zpiv 7, construed with the infinitive,” the indicative of the 


1S 


aorist” or future,” the subjunctive of the aorist,” or with an adverb 

Nore.—Hos. 6:6 is 85° taken freely in the sense of V2. A 
different text underlies Job 20:2 kat ovyi ouviere wadrov 7) Kai 
éyo ("3S "DIT MSIZ1; Prov. 27:6 # éxovova / MIAMI; perhaps 
also Ps. 132(133):1 té Kadov 4 ti Teprrvov, } (prm add’ R°* ART. 
Sixt.) to xatoueiy / MSS OTT Ws se TS. Faulty interpre- 
tation we find Mal. 2:15 «ai e’ate Ti addo (+ aArN QF. Compl. ) 
) orrépwa Snret 0 Beds; / pyToN oT Tpas. TANT 731; harmless 
‘*Verschonerung” (Peters) Sir. 4:10 «at ayatrnoe oe padXov 4 
untnp cov / AZ 2". II Kings 13:15 pefov » xaxia 7 
€ayatn °i ) mpwrn® (< 71) >= AN. 19. 29. 55. 56. 64. 82. 93. 
108. 121%. 158, 244. 245. 247. Compl. Ald. Slav. €. Prov. 16:7, 


the verse > ®. 


42 E. g., Gen. 29:19 BéArcov Sovvat me avtnv coi 7 Sovvai we odtHY avdpi eTEpw, 

43 E. g., Gen. 49:12 wai Aevxoi oi od6vtes avtov 7 yada, 

44E. g., Gen. 19:9 viv obv oé Kkaxwoouev paddov  éexeivovs; on the other hand, 38:26 ded- 
KaiwTat @aua éyw, 

45 Num, 22:6 ioxver obros } ymets var, ioxuporepos mov eorivy AMt, 15. 16. 19, 28, 30. 32. 55. 64. 73. 
77. 82. S5t. 108. 130*, 131. Compl. Ald. Lips. Cat Nic. (ioxvporepds pov 57), 

4) Josh. 10:11 wai éyévovto mAeiovs of amoBavorvtes .... °} OS® (map’ boovs F* Holmes-Pars 
amextewav KTA, Jud. 16:30 «ai Roav ot reOvnxores . . . . mAELovs WH (omép AGM. 15, 18, 30, 44. 54. 64. 
71. 75. 76. $2. S4. 106, 108, 128. 134. Ald.) ods €@avarwoev KrA, 

47 E. g., Gen. 19:9, 32. 49 Sixty times in G, once in ‘A, 7 times in &. 


1 E. g., Sir. 48:25 mpiv ) wapayevéoOar ravta; Gen. 29:26 dodvar thy vewrépay mpiv F (sc. Sovvac) 
THv mpeoBurTepat 
E. g., Prov. 8:26’AS mpiv 9 eroinge yy. 
1T Kings 13:12 3 cat mpiv % To tpdowmTov Kvpiov Actavevow, Kai Bragbeis avyveyxa Thy OAoKa’TW- 
civ gov, 


52 E. g., Sir. 11, 7 mpiv 9 (NA. 23. 55, 248, 254. 307. Compl. > rell) éferaons (-acac 106 -acers 157), 
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of time.” Hebrew: 0°Q(2) (with imperfect, perfect, or a noun),” 
"255 (with infinitive),” ND 52 (with perfect).” For «ai mplv 7 
we find ND... . 1 (with perfect, circumstantial clause) ," "ZN 47 
nd xd (42) T1349" (both with the imperfect ). 


oe 
"9 


Nore 1.—For piv 7 we find the variant po Tod c. infin., e. g 


Exod. 1:19 (M. 15. 18. 19. 37. 55. 56*. 74. 84. 106-108, 113. 118. 


182. 184). 
Bo, 43. 


7 is sometimes wanting in the texts, e. g., Josh. 


om te im 


Note 2.—Isa. 7:15 mpiv 7 yvevae / INITD; 23:7 wp h apa- 
SoOjvar ad’tny / MMS5Ip(?); 28:4 wpiv 7 (NAQT. 23. 36. 48. 49. 
51. 86. 90. 106. 147. 198. 306. 308. Euseb.) eds thy yeipa adtod 


afew / ESI TTNWT2; 
Sir. 51:13 wpiv 7} wrAavnOjval pe > B. 


IV. 7 FOR él 


Apparently bad orthography. Hebrew: 





Note 1.—I Kings 14:41 7 (>121*) & 
BA. 29. 55. 71. 106. 121™-P 134. 242. 245. 


a conditional clause. 


Nore 2.—Ecel. 6:10 9 (AC ef rell) te éyevero free 
Isa. 49:15 7 (239 e¢ rell) de 


tenia tepinhwoniey ee hy t 
ee ee eS 


comp. S* feay spk © wevtafsore. 
Kal (> 22. 93) radra émiAaboto yorn free 


ibid., 24 °wpiv } (Q) épydcacbac® ( rpo€pya- 
Ta 22. 36. 48. 62. 93. 144. 147. B08 dyiv épyacacba 106)/ 772". 


€uoi (as a question) 


246; rell ef év éuol as 


The passage is missing in ¥. 


eet 
ODD be Ob eg 


= 
wa. 





53 Isa. 17:14 mpiv } mpwi, 
54 Thirteen times in &, twice in 3. 
55 Gen. 29:26; Sir. 48:25. 


573 I Kings 13:12. 58 Eccl. 12:6. 


56’AS Prov. 8:26. 


59> Jer. 40(47) 35. 


60 The conditional particle 12 times, e. g., Gen. 42:19 7 {AE > fn ei rell) eipyrexod éore. 


61 Num. 22:29 AF. 


8) 
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THE EZRA STORY IN ITS ORIGINAL SEQUENCE 


By C. C. TorrrEy 
Yale University 

Any attempt to “restore the original form” of an ancient 
document, by rearranging its chapters, paragraphs, or verses, 
ought to be met with suspicion and subjected to the severest 
criticism. In the great majority of cases, either the traditional 
form can fairly claim to be the original one, in spite of seeming 
contradictions, or else the evidence enabling us to make a sure 
restoration is not to be had. Many of the grave inconsistencies 
which trouble us did not disturb the author himself, simply 
because he understood, better than we do, what he meant to say. 
Even where it is a demonstrated fact that the text which lies 
before us has suffered from transposition of some sort, it is 
not enough for the would-be restorer to rearrange the passages 
logically, or symmetrically, or so as to bring the whole into per- 
fect accord with some plausible theory. Very many ancient 
writers did not bind themselves to observe logical sequence; did 
not care especially for symmetry; and would have been greatly 
astonished, or angered, or amused, if they could have heard 
attributed to them the views which they are now believed to 
have held. It is not our concern, after all, to find the best pos- 
sible arrangement of the material—that would often be very 
easy; our business is to find the arrangement actually nfade by 
the author—and that is usually very difficult. Nevertheless, 
perfectly convincing reconstructions by transposition, based solely 
on internal evidence, are sometimes possible; the history of 
literature contains a good many instances. In each case it is 
simply a question of whether the evidence can satisfy the rigor- 
ous tests which the nature of the problem demands. The pro- 
posed new arrangement must really remove the difficulties which 
it is designed to overcome; it must create no new difficulties; it 
must enable us to explain how the disorder was brought about; 
it must give clear evidence of being the order originally planned 
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by the author himself, and must harmonize with all that we cer- 
tainly know regarding his purposes and methods; and it must be 
recognized as the only order which can meet these requirements. 
If any single link in the chain of evidence is missing, or defective, 
the critical theory may be tolerated, but it cannot be accepted as 
demonstrated. I am confident that it will be agreed that the 
demonstration given in the following pages is a conclusive one, 
and that this is a case in which the original order of a disarranged 
narrative has been restored with certainty. 

In all the narrative part of the Old Testament, there is no- 
where else such an appearance of chaos as in the story of Ezra, 
as it stands in our received text. Part of it is found in one 
place, and part in another. Moreover, the two principal frag- 
ments, thus separated from each other, are incoherent in them- 
selves. No one of our modern interpreters has succeeded in 
obtaining a continuous and comprehensible account of events 
from either Ezr. 7-10 or Neh. 8-10. The sequence of the sev- 
eral scenes is plainly out of order; the chronology is all wrong; 
and the bearing of the successive (?) incidents upon one another 
is far from clear. Ezra makes his journey to Judea in order to 
teach and administer the law (Ezr. 7:10, 14, 25 f.), but it is not 
until thirteen years (!) after his arrival that he first presents it 
to the people (Neh. 8:2, cf. 1:1 and Ezr. 7:8). In Ezr. 9, the 
people are rebuked for a grievous sin against the law, the manner 
of the rebuke implying obviously that the law was already known 
to them; and their representative, indeed, after confessing the 
transgression, proposes to make reparation “according to the 
law” (10:3).' But in the narrative as it now lies before us, the 

1That the public reading of the law had already taken place, is necessarily implied 
not only in 10:3, but also, and only a little less obviously, in 9:1, 4, 10 ff., 14. The ‘“tcom- 
mandments of God,” which the people had ‘' forsaken” and ‘** broken,’ were the command- 
ments of the written law; they could not possibly have been anything else. Those who 
‘*trembled at the words of the God of Israel”’ (9: 4, 10:3) were those who were dismayed at 
the transgression of statutes which were definitely known to them; the con- 
text in each case makes this certain. Bertholet, in his remarks on Ezr. 9:1 (Comm., 
pp. 38 f.), declares that Ezra’s reform in the matter of foreign wives was ** vorbereitet durch 
die Gedankenwelt des Deuteronomiums, eines Hesekiel, Maleachi und Tritojesaja,” but 
this is a very lame explanation. It is sufficiently obvious that when Ezra tore his clothes, 
pulled out some of the hair of his head and beard, and spoke and prayed in such passionate 
language of the “great guilt’’ of the people, he was not reproaching them fora sin against 


a Gedankenwelt! In order to argue in this way, it is necessary that one should first shut 
his eyes. It is not only said, in so many words (10:3), that the people already know the 
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law had not yet been made known! Furthermore, although this 
mixed marriages is discovered and corrected soon after 
Jerusalem, the time when the people formally 


evil of 
Ezra’s arrival 
repent of it, in solemn assembly, and vow never to do so again, 
is thirteen years later (Neh. 9:1). 

The manifest incongruity between Neh. 8 and the two follow- 
ing chapters has also been the subject of much comment. There 
is nothing in the narrative as it now stands which can aceount 
for the sackcloth and ashes in 9:1. Or it would be a more cor- 
rect statement of the case to say, that the reason for the mourn- 
ing is given, but is incomprehensible in the present 
form of the story. Kosters, Wiederherstellung Israels (1895 
pp. 85 £., r¢ marks that the occasion of the penitential ceremony 
in chap. 9 was, plainly, the separation of Israel from foreigners. 
This is indeed made evident by the two passages, 9:2 and 
10: 20-31; the former of which must necessarily be regarded, 
because of position, as giving the principal reason for the 
assembly, while the other, for a like reason, must be held to give 
the primary feature of the solemn covenant.’ Wellhausen, /sra- 
elitische und jiidische Geschichte’, p. 135, n. 2, feels the same 
difficulty as Kosters, and says: ‘‘Wunderlich an seiner Stelle ist 
der erste Satz von Neh. 9:2.” But Wellhausen certainly would 


not wish to suggest that the first clause of this verse is not in its 


Torah, the fact is also certainly implied in the account of the way in which they received 
Ezra’s rebuke (10:2 ff., 121f.).. In Neh. 8:9, 13 it is made plain that the commandments of 
the law were quite new to all, princes, priests, and common people alike, when Ezra fir 


read then In Ezra 9 and 10, on the contrary, the people accept as indisputable the charg: 





that they | e grievously transgressed; they themselves know what command- 
ments have bee beaters n; and Ezra in his prayer for them actually quotes (loosely) the 
words of Ley. 18: 24f., 27, Deut. 7:3, 23:7, 11:8. This was a part of that law which he had 
come to teacl ind had alre ae taught. What is more, it was not Ezra who dis- 
covered this “trespass of the exiles,” it was certain of their own 
leaders ):1 says: ‘* When these things were finished, the chief men drew near to me 
saying: The} ae of Israel . . have not separated themselves from the peoples of the 


land,” ete hese princes shee sreupon proceed to quote from the laws in question (vss. 1,2 


This is either the sequel of Neh. 8, or else it is inexplicable. 

2 No neater demonstration of this exegetical necessity could be asked than is furnished 
by the ‘‘ Neapolitan Synopsis’ of the Old Testament, published by Lagarde in his Septua- 
ginta Studien Il. The following is its summary of that part of the Ezra narrative which is 
contained in the book of Nehemiah (ibid., p. 84, ll. 27-34): . . . . wat 0 wév "Eodpas avaywwoxws 
bréoreAAcyv emcotymn Kuptov, Oo b€ Aads GurAKEV Ev TH avayvwoeL. Kal Emoinoe TO TaTXa, Kai év Tw 
EBSouw wnVvi ETOLNTE THY VHOTELAaY Kal THY OKHVOTHYLaV ws yéypamTar..... Eadpas 5€ éwpaxws ér 
pyeioas yuvaix iCwrious ToLs ‘EBpaiots, mevOnoas, émeroe Tavtas emayyeiAagbar udatrew Tov vouor 


Tov Oeod, kai éf€Bade Tas yuvaixas ws Tapavomov yauov, Kai wmogav dvdakat Tov vouor, 
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right place in the chapter. The trouble is, of course, that 
the preceding narration has not prepared the way for such a 
scene as this. That is, just as Ezr. 9 must have been preceded 
by an account of the public reading of the law, so Neh. 9 must 
have followed directly after a chapter which told of the separation 
from foreign wives. 

And just here the fact also stares us in the face that the story 
of Ezra’s reform is not suitably concluded by Ezr. 10:44, even 
when the verse is restored to its original form (see below). We 
should expect to see at least some promise for the future, some 
indication that the misery, the crime against human nature, 
wrought on this occasion made such an impression on the people 
that they took measures to prevent the recurrence of anything of 
the sort. The subject could not have been dismissed with this 
one verse following the list of names. No modern commentator 
has doubted that the original narrative continuation has been 
accidentally cut off, or displaced, in some way. 

It is abundantly evident, from all this, that the trouble with 
the story of Ezra lies simply in the transposition of a passage, 
namely the passage which contains the account of the reading of 
the law. Aside from the internal evidence, we have also external 
evidence that transposition of some sort took place, for in the old 
Greek version (I Esdras) and Josephus the four Ezra chapters 
(7-10) are immediately followed by the three Nehemiah 
chapters (58-10). The sequence of the chapters there is an 
absolutely impossible one, to be sure, yet this witness to the tradi- 
tion that all seven of them originally formed one continu- 
ous piece is very valuable. 

The obvious way of removing all the difficulties thus far men- 
tioned is, as I showed in my Composition, pp. 29-34, to restore 
Neh. 8 to its original place between Ezr. 8 and 9. The key to 
the solution of the whole problem lies in the neglected and mis- 
understood passage Neh. 7:70—73 (69-72). If it had not been 
for these four verses, the disarrangement of the Ezra story would 
never have taken place; in consequence, the restoration of the 
true order must begin with them. As soon as the peculiarities of 


3 See above, XXIII, 136 f. 








280 THE AMERICAN JOURNAL OF SEMITIC LANGUAGES 


their form and surroundings are observed, it becomes evident that 
they furnish the desired explanation of the whole process. All 
modern interpreters have regarded Neh. 7: 70-73 as a mere variant 
of Ezr. 2:68-70. Some ancient interpreter conceived the same 
idea, and wrought great mischief as a result. Asa matter of fact, 
the two passages differ considerably in their contents, and were 
written for very different occasions. Why the remarkable dis- 
agreement between them, and who has ever explained it? 
There is a third passage, I Chron. 20:6—8, which resembles them 
almost as closely as they resemble each other, and all three simply 
illustrate the Chronicler’s well-known habit of repeating himself. 

We have already seen that the narrative of the first public 
reading of the law, which is the immediate sequel of the 
four verses mentioned, must have preceded Ezr. 9. That being 
the case, it is startling to observe that the four verses are the 
natural continuation of Ezr. 8. That is, in fact, the only 
context which suits them. Ezr. 8:33-36 had just recounted how 
the gifts of gold and silver brought from Babylon were delivered 
in Jerusalem, where they were to be used ‘‘for the service of the 
house of God”’ (7:19, 8:25); how the sacrifices were then offered 
in the temple; and how, finally, the king’s satraps and governors 
in the Transflumen gave their aid to the cult in Jerusalem (8:36). 
Then would follow, almost of necessity, some statement regarding 
the aid which the leaders of the Jews themselves gave to the 
service of the temple (Fond , Neh. 7:70). This is precisely 
what we have in Neh. 7:70-72. Furthermore, the statement that 
“the priests, the Levites, and the people,” and so on, those who 
had come from Babylonia, settled down ‘in their cities” (vs. 730) 
is just as indispensable at the end of the story of the expedition 
under Ezra (Ezr. 8) as it was in the case of that under Zerubbabel 
and Jeshua (Ezr. 2). To sum the matter up, the passage Neh. 
7:70-73 is necessary as the sequel of Ezr. 8; while it is quite out 
of place in the story of Nehemiah, and inexplicable as a variant 
of Ezr. 2:68—70. 

It is evident, then, that if we should cut out the whole passage 
Neh. 7:70(69)—8:18 from its present context, and put it between 
Ezr. 8 and 9, every difficulty resulting from the present order of 
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chapters and sections in the Ezra story would disappear. In 
addition to the points already mentioned, the sore need of a sequel 
to Ezr. 10:44 and of a suitable context for Neh. 9:1f. would 
also be supplied, the one chapter being followed directly by the 
other. The probability that we have found at last the passage 
whose transposition brought about all the mischief in Ezra- 
Nehemiah becomes at once very strong. 

But it is first necessary to show why and how the transfer was 
made, and how it happened that a part of the Ezra story was put 
into the book of Nehemiah. The mistaken arrangement was made 
by a copyist; and as already observed, the resemblance of the 
passage Neh. 7:70-73 to its counterpart Ezr. 2:68—70 was the 
cause of the error. The two passages would inevitably seem to a 
copyist to be one and the same, with their generally identical 
phraseology;‘ and what is more, each is immediately con- 
tinued by the words: ‘‘And when the seventh month was 
come, the children of Israel being in their cities, the people 
assembled.” The man who wrought the mischief, therefore, hold- 
ing in his memory the continuation of the ‘great list” Ezr. 
2:2-67 by verses 68—70 and 3:1, attached the similar passage, with 
its sequel, the story of the reading of the law, to the end of the 
same list in Nehemiah. He had just copied, we may suppose, the 
book of Ezra as far as 8:36, and then saw in the next following 
section what he believed to be the true sequel of the list in Neh. 7. 
He accordingly transferred the section, which of course included 
the story of the reading of the law (cf. Neh. 7:73b and the begin- 
ning of 8:1 with Ezr. 3:1!), to the book of Nehemiah.’ 


4The mention of the “Tirshatha’’ in Neh. 7:70 would also immediately suggest the 
occurrence of the word just before, in vs. 65 (Ezr. 2:63) ! 


5Such transpositions, more or less consciously made, are familiar enough in the history 
of the manuscript transmission of ancient documents. It sometimes happens, indeed, that 
transcribers perform feats which might well have been deemed impossible. For example, 
in the manuscripts of the Palestinian Syriac Lectionary, immediately after John 8:2 stands 
a colophon, ** End of the Gospel of John,” ete.! The explanation is presumably this, that in 
some old manuscripts of the Gospels the pericope de adultera, 7:53—8:11, was placed at the 
end as a sort of appendix, and that in at least one such codex the transposed section con- 
tained merely 8:3-11 (cf. the transposition of Neh. 7:73 ff., instead of vss. 70 ff., in I Esdras!). 
Then, in the Syriac manuscript from which the text of the Lectionary was derived, this 
appendix, $:3-l1l, was again transferred, this time being put back into what was 
naturally supposed to be its original place (cf. I Esdras). But along with it was 
transferred the colophon of the Gospel, which stood just before it! (See the 
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This transfer was an easy one, requiring hardly any thought 
at all; but when it was once made it was certain to be permanent, 
at least so far as the verses 70-73a were concerned, since they 
would henceforth always be regarded as a mere repetition of 
Ezr. 2:68-70. Moreover, the transfer—and this was possibly 
not foreseen at first by the one who made it—rendered a sec- 
ond transposition absolutely necessary. The chapters 
containing the story of the people’s repentance, and of the 
covenant which they made, alluded in more than one place to 
the public reading of the law by Ezra (Neh. 9:3, 10: 29 f., 35, 
37), and it was therefore obviously and totally impossible that 
they should precede Neh. 8. The only thing that could be 


done with them was to put them immediately after the last- 


named chapter. There can be little doubt that this was done by 
the same copyist-editor who had begun the rearrangement —for 


he cannot have failed to see the necessity of this second step; 
but whether by him or by another, it must in any case have been 
accomplished very soon. Thus it came about that the “great 
list” in Neh. 7 received this most incongruous sequel: the 


account of the gifts to the temple on Ezra’s arrival (Neh. 7: 70 


73a); the reading of the law (73b—S8:18); and the two chapters 
(Neh. f.) which had originally formed the end of the Ezra 
story, immediately preceding the first chapter of Nehemiah. 
Ezr. and 10 were of course left where they were, as the account 
of the work performed by Ezra in his “first period.” Thus the 
books of Ezra and Nehemiah received their present shape,’ by a 
process ach step of which is perfectly comprehensible. The 
first step was almost mechanical, and might even have been 
purely accidental; the rest then followed inevitably. 

The date of this transposition of chapters was probably near 
the end of the third century B. C., at about the time when the 
Story of the Three Youths was interpolated in the first chapter 


Palest. Sy ect., ed. Lewis and Gibson, p. xv, where an explanation similar to this is 
given on the ithority of Rendel Harris.) This is by no means an isolated instance of the 
stupidity of a copyist. 

6The mixing of the Ezra story with that of Nehemiah naturally brought about the 
interpolation of Nehemiah’s name in certain passages where “the governor’? was men- 
tioned. On the form and history of these interpolations see below, the notes on Neh. 8:9 


and (especially) 10: 2. 
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of Ezra, as already described. For some reason which we can 
only conjecture,’ the rearranged edition completely supplanted 
the original one. Not long after, some one made the attempt to 
restore the Ezra chapters to the book of Ezra; it was a matter of 
tradition that they had once formed a part of it. The best that 
he could do, naturally, was to chop out Neh. 7:73 (!)—10: 40, 
and put it between Ezr. 10:44 and Neh. 1:1; and this did not 
by any means remove the existing difficulties. His version 
gained such acceptance, however, that it was the standard recen- 
sion at least from the early part of the second century B. c. until 
the time of the historian Josephus (ef. what I have said in regard 
to “Edition B” in the chapter dealing with the Nature and 
Origin of First Esdras). Even before the time of this last 
transposition, the interpolation of Nehemiah’s name into the 
three ill-gotten chapters of his book had begun to take place, 
judging from I Esdr. 5:40 (= Ezr. 2:63), Neeudas (!) «ai ’ArOa- 
pias.” This interpolation was afterward made in other places 
(already mentioned) in “Edition A,” and their presence was 
doubtless the chief reason why this latter recension was ulti- 
mately made authoritative. 

I print here the story of Ezra in its original sequence, as the 
best possible demonstration of the correctness of the conclusions 
just stated. How does one who is attempting to restore a dis- 
sected map or picture know when he has succeeded? The story 
as here arranged shows perfect order instead of complete chaos, 
the obvious design of the narrator carried out in a harmonious 
way from beginning to end. It is the one arrangement to which 
logic compels, a dozen different lines of argument all pointing in 
the same direction. And it is the on/y arrangement which can 
meet all the tests named at the beginning of this chapter. The 
comparison of the dissected picture is an unjust one in two 

7As I have remarked already in several places, the evidence seems to show that the 
Chronicler’s book was little known during the first generation or two after it was written 
(neither Bar Sira nor the author of Enoch 89:72 had ever h ard of Ezra, for example). It 
may have been a good while before it was copied at all; then when its real vogue began, 
the copies were made from the rearranged and interpolated edition, which was the popular 
one, 

8This means, apparently, that in some text older than Edition B the name ‘‘ Nehe 


miah” had been interpolated in Neh. 7:65, and then had been carried over thence, through 
carelessness, into Ezr. 2: 63. 











284 THe AMERICAN JOURNAL OF SEMITIC LANGUAGES 


respects, since (1) it suggests numerous pieces, and (2) he who 
restores the picture has no need to explain the disorder in which 
he found it. In the case of this narrative, the shifting of one 
single block, Neh. 7: 70—S8: 18, brings back the original order 
of the Ezra chapters—a solution whose simplicity puts it in 
strong contrast with every other one which has been proposed; 
and the explanation of the displacement, a thing not to be 
dispensed with, is provided.’ 

Ezra goes to Jerusalem in order to bring back the people to 
the neglected and forgotten law of their God, i. e. the Penta- 
teuch. He is sent by the king, who gives him full power, and 
he and his companions carry contributions for the improvement 
of the temple service. Arriving in Jerusalem, they present their 
gifts, and the governor and the leaders of the people also contri- 
bute liberally. Two months later, at the beginning of the sacred 
“seventh month,” Ezra prepares his great assembly at Jerusalem, 
and reads the law of Moses in public. The first fruit of the 
reading (as is fitting) was joy and good cheer, for the people 
found themselves summoned to undertake at once the celebra- 
bration of a festival which had been lost to sight. But results 
of a less pleasant nature were bound to come soon. The restor- 
ing of a neglected law means reform. The princes had heard, 
with dismay, the statute forbidding intermarriage with the 
heathen, and now come to Ezra to confess the sin of the people. 
He charges the guilty ones with their crime; they confess, and 


agree that ‘‘the law must be followed”? (F™IMS TDS? , Ezr. 


5 T 
10:3). A thorough work of investigation, occupying three 
‘Professor H. P. Smith, in his Old Testament History, adopts my restoration of the 
Ezra story, but proposes to modify it in one respect, suggesting (p. 393, n. 1) that the list in 
Neh. 7 also belonged originally to the story of Ezra, Ezr. 8:36 having been continued by 
Neh. 7:5ff. What I have written in the preceding pages is perhaps a sufficient answer to 
such a suggestion, but I will add: (1) There would then be no plausible way of explaining 


the presence of the chapters in the book of Nehemiah. (2) The passage 7: 70-73 would be 
deprived of any natural connection; and it would look like a mere variant (a very corrupt 
variant!) of Ezr. 2: 68-70. (3) In Ezr. 8 there is no obvious reason for a census; in Neh. 7, 
on the contrary, vs. 4 prepares for this very thing, and chap. 11 continues it without a 
break! The Chronicler represents Nehemiah as interested in the census of the com- 
munity (see also XXIV, pp. 216 f.), and the list there serves an important purpose; while in 
the Ezra story it could serve no purpose at all. These considerations are quite decisive. 

Another Old Testament scholar, Professor H. G. Mitchell, accepts some of my conclu- 
sions while rejecting others (Journal of Bib. Lit., 1903, pp. 92 ff.). I think it will be seen 
that every objection which he raises is fully met in the present chapter. His own hypothe- 
sis seems to me to leave both the stories of Ezra and Nehemiah in a hopeless muddle. 
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months, is instituted, and all the foreign wives and the children 
born of them are sent away. Then, after a breathing spell of 
about three weeks, all the people assemble once more at Jeru- 
salem, and the solemn covenant, which crowns the work of Ezra, 
is drawn up and signed. 

Here is a clear and consistent story, the only clear and con- 
sistent story dealing with Ezra that has ever been told by any 
one. That it is the story actually told, in the first place, by the 
Chronicler himself, is still further attested by the chronology. 
The dates given in such profusion throughout the narrative are 
now all intelligible for the first time. No other single 
fact could give so striking a vindication as this of the correctness 
of my restoration, and for this reason I have printed the suc- 
cessive dates in the margin, so that their mutual relation can be 
seen at a glance. The “unity of time” in the story also deserves 
to be emphasized. The initial date of Ezra’s undertaking, accord- 
ing to 7:9, was the first day of the first month,” in the seventh 
year of Artaxerxes;" that is, April 1," 3988B.c. The whole series 
of events of which he is the hero” occupies just one year and 
twenty-four days (cf. Neh. 9:1 with Ezr. 10:17). The mul- 
tiple of twelve is not accidental; notice also how in Ezr. 8:31 
the date of the actual beginning of the journey is given as the 
twelfth day of the first month. Compare the many similar 
cases, in all parts of the Chronicler’s narrative, which have 
already been mentioned. 

It is perhaps hardly necessary to reiterate, that in all this 
there is not a word said about the introduction of a new 
law. What is represented is everywhere and consistently this, 
that the old law, of whose existence the leaders of the people 
well knew, and whose main prescriptions they were of course fol- 
lowing all the time, but which had been sadly neglected, so 


10 Observe that the Chronicler’s date for the beginning of the former expedition, 
under Cyrus, was also the first day of the first month (above, XXIV, 25). 

11 Artaxerxes II Mnemon; see ahove, p. 204. 

12 Merely for the sake of convenience, I have used this inaccurate terminology, calling 
the first month “April,” and so on throughout the year. 

130f course it is to be remembered that the Chronicler brings him in again for a 
moment, in very characteristic fashion, in the story of Nehemiah, a dozen years later 
(12 : 36). 
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that many of its commands were quite forgotten, was now re- 
instated in its completeness by one who had authority. 
This, as I have already shown, is one of the Chronicler’s favorite 
ideas, to which he returns again and again, in his history of 
Israel. See above, especially pp. 203, 214. More than this, the 
picture of a revival of the law immediately followed, as a result, 
by a formal covenant entered into by the people, is one which 
he delights to paint. According to his narrative in IT Chron. 
14:4, the Judean king Asa restored the law. It had been 
neglected then in the same manner as in the time of Ezra; the 
people had no opportunity to read it, and there was no “expert 
scribe” to teach it to them. As one of the prophets of Asa’s 
kingdom said (15:3): ‘Now for a long season Israel hath been 
without the true God, and without a teaching priest, and without 
law.” After the law had been restored, the people gathered 
together at Jerusalem (vss. 10-13) and entered into a covenant 
“to seek the Lord, .... and that whosoever would not seek 
the Lord should be put to death.” So also in 34:32, after 
repeating from Kings the st ry of Josiah’s public reading of the 
law, and of the covenant which the king made, the Chronicler 
adds: ‘“‘And he caused all who were found in Jerusalem and 
Benjamin to stand to it. And the inhabitants of Jerusalem did 
according to the covenant of God.” In like manner after the 
first reading of the law by Ezra, when the need of the first great 
reform is seen, one of the leaders of the people says (Ezr. 10:3): 
“Now therefore let us make a covenant with our God, to put 
away ail such wives,” etc. And then finally, after still another 
public reading and expounding of the law (Neh. 9:3), the peo- 
ple are represented as signing and sealing a more comprehensive 
covenant, embracing those things which were commonly neg- 
lected, and yet (in the mind of the Chronicler) were of the 
greatest importance. There is never a hint of such a thing as 
accepting a new law, only the familiar idea of renewing an old 

*h 


one which had been neglected." 


li Bertholet, Comm., pp. 75f., argues that a chapter must have fallen out after Neh. 9, 
namely a chapter telling how the people formally pledged themselves to accept ‘the new 
law;”’ Neh. 10, he insists, cannot be the continuation of chap. 9, because in the covenant 


which it contains nothing is said about adopting any new code! This is perfectly typical 
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Before leaving the story of Ezra, the question deserves to be 
raised once more whether some valuable material, however small, 
for the history of the Persian period may not be found in it. It 
is the Chronicler’s own tale, his composition from beginning to 
end, that is certain; but even so, every witness in its favor must be 
given a fair hearing. I have already shown with sufficient detail 
of proof, that the whoie Ezra narrative is motived history, com- 
posed with the very same purpose which produced the similar 
narratives written to supplement the accounts of Samuel and 
Kings; and that there is not a particle of evidence that any other 
story of Ezra, written or oral, lies behind this one (see above, 
pp. 204, 208 f.). The only question that can arise is this, 
whether the Chronicler has not used events or names of persons 
which can legitimately be received by us as historical material. 
But the answer to this question, the only answer justified 
by the evidence, is an unqualified negative. I have remarked 
elsewhere upon the fact that the Chronicler, in all this tale, 
recounts no events at all except such as serve his apologetic 
purpose. What is told of the Ezra expedition is just that which 
was narrated of the former ‘return’? in Ezr. 1-3: a royal edict; 
names of the participants; enumeration of vessels for the temple; 
special mention (for the purpose of praise or blame) of certain men 
or groups of men; the fact that the several classes duly occupied 
“their” cities. So also in the next episode: the same magnificent 
liberality, and told in the same words, in Neh. 7:70-72 as in 
Ezr. 2:68 f. and I Chron. 29:6 ff. The account of the reading of 
the law is merely repeated from the Chronicler’s story of the dedi- 
cation of Solomon’s temple, in II Chron. 5—7; it is the very same 
scene, with the same principal incidents (for details, see my Comp., 
p- 59). All the ideas found in the eighth chapter of Nehemiah, and 


of the whole treatment of the Ezra narrative which prevails at present; the rule every- 
where followed appea's to be this: Let the documents go, but keep the present * critical” 
theory; never this rule: Let the theory go, but hold to the documents. No part of the Old 
Testament, in fact, has brought forth so much perverse exegesis as this tale of Ezra. It 
will doubtless long be customary to cite it as the account of “the introduction of the 
Priest-code,”’ though this view of it has not the least foundation of any sort. The narrative 
says nothing of the kind; the laws quoted and accepted in the story do not belong, as a 
rule, tothe priestly legislation (read Bertholet, luc. cit., p. 76!) ; and finally, as I have said else- 
where (XXIV, 270), there is neither evidence nor likelihood that any * Priest-code”’ ever 
existed. 
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most of the phrases in which they are couched, are commonplaces 
in the Chronicler’s history. The story of the reform in the matter 
of foreign wives differs only in the nature of the case from the 
stories told by him of the reforms of Asa, Jehoshaphat, and 
Hezekiah. The manner of the narrative is just the same, and the 
properties and personages are as nearly identical as they can be. 
The details introduced by way of embellishment (Ezra’s violent 
manifestations of grief; the storms of rain; the stairs on which the 
Levites stood, etc.) are like the similar ones found in every part 
of the earlier history, devised solely with the purpose of giving 
life to the story, not in order to give it the semblance of truth — 
and it does not, indeed, sound in the least like truth. And finally, 
the account of the signing of the covenant is, as I have just shown, 
one of the Chronicler’s specialties, a thing which he brings into 
his history over and over again. And all the items of the covenant 
are those which he reiterates elsewhere, in about the same words, 
in such chapters as II Chron. 31 and Neh. 13. 

In all this there is not a word which sounds like popular tra- 
dition, nor a single incident which stands outside the direct line of 
the Chronicler’s tendency. As for names of persons and places, 
what appears to be opulence in this regard is really the extreme of 
poverty. We have only the same old threadbare stuff, names of 
“the chief of the people, the priests, and the Levites” which have 
been paraded in every chapter of the book since the time of Moses. 
“Ezra” himself is the personification of the Chronicler’s interests, 
completely identical with the Nehemiah of Neh. 13 and (mutatis 
mutandis) with each of the long list of ecclesiastical heroes and 
reformers created by the Chronicler and introduced by him into 
his history of the Judean kingdom. It is a most significant fact, 
among others, that the Chronicler did not know who the governor 
of Judea was during the first part of the reign of Artaxerxes II. 
He could not leave him out, and therefore speaks of him simply as 
“the Tirshatha” in Neh. 7:70, 8:9, and 10:2 (see the note on the 
last-named passage). He did have at his command, as a matter 

15 Tt appears to be a similar instance of caution when he employs the term, without the 
name, in Ezr. 2:63 and Neh. 7:65. The reason for this is obvious. The prophecy of Haggai 


gives Zerubbabel the title MH “governor,” while the Aramaic tale, incorporated by the 
Chronicler, says expressly (Ezr. 5:14) that Sheshbazzar was the *{M5 “governor” of the 

















Tue Ezra Story In Its ORIGINAL SEQUENCE 289 


of course, a list of the high-priests during the Persian period. 
Regarding the list, which was probably correct in the main, so far 
as the names contained in it are concerned, I shall have more to 
say later. It is uncertain whether he intended the persons named 
in Ezr. 10:6, “the chamber of Jehohanan the son of Eliashib,” to 
belong to the high-priestly line, or not (cf. Neh. 13:4); if that 
was his intention, so much the worse for his chronology. 

Certain words of Bernheim, Die historische Methode', p. 426, 
are so nearly applicable to the present case that they are worth 
quoting. He writes: ‘In einer eigenthimlichen Lage befindet 
sich die Kritik manchen Zeugnissen gegeniber, die, einzig in ihrer 
Art, durch andere Quellen weder positiv noch negativ zu kontrol- 
lieren sind, weil aus derselben Zeit, bzw. tiber dieselben Thatsachen 
gar keine anderen Quellen erhalten sind, wahrend wir obendrein 
wissen, dass die Zeugnisse nicht durchweg Zuverliissig sind; .. . . 
und aus einer gewissen Schwiiche des Gemiits sind wir geneigt, 
obwohl wir nicht recht trauen, dieselben gelten zu lassen, solange 
wir sie nicht kontrollieren kénnen, weil wir gar keine Kenntnis 
tiber die betreffenden Thatsachen besitzen, falls wir sie aufgeben.” 
In one respect, indeed, the case before us differs slightly from the 
one described by Bernheim, in that the documents which he char- 
acterizes are “not altogether trustworthy;” while in the 
writings of the Chronicler we have the work of an author who is 
well known to us as thoroughly untrustworthy, and, what is 
far more important, as one who composes history with a motive 
which is obviously furthered by this very narrative. 
That being the case, it is plain that no use whatever can be made 
of any part of the Ezra story as a source for the history of the 
Jews in the Persian period. The same is of course true of Neh. 
7:1-69 and chaps. 11--13, with the solitary exception of the list 
of high-priests in 12:10 f., 22, where we are able partially to 
control the Chronicler’s statements by the help of other sources. 

The translation. which here follows is based on an emended 
text, the reason for the emendation being given in each case. 


Jews at the time when the foundation of the temple was laid. In the face of these con- 
flicting statements, there was only one prudent course. It was doubtless from the same 
motive—caution—that the Chronicler chose the unusual term NAW “ Tirshatha.” Just 
as soon as he gets back to firm ground, in Neh. 12:26, he writes ‘Nehemiah the gover- 


nor” (™MpDM). 
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Our massoretic text is in the main excellent, standing probably 
very close to what the Chronicler himself wrote. The other texts 
(rendered by I Esdras, Theodotion, and Jerome) are inferior. 
I have omitted the lists of names and the long prayer in Neh. 9, 
as not essential to my present purpose, which is to print the 


narrative as it originally stood. 


THE ACCOUNT OF THE EXPEDITION? 
(Ezr. 8:1-36; Neh. 7: 70-73a) 
Ezr. 8' And these are the chief of the fathers,® and their 
genealogy, those who went up with me from Babylonia‘ in the 
reign of Artaxerxes the king. *Of the sons of Phinehas, Ger- 


shom,... . ete. (Then follows, in vss. 2-14, the list, 
composed in the Chronicler’s characteristic manner. ) a | 


assembled them at the river which flows into the Ahava,? and 
there we encamped for three days. And I took account of the 
people,* and of the priests, but of the sons of Levi I found none 
there. So I sent Eliezer, Ariel, Shemaiah, Elnathan, Jarib,' 
Nathan, Zachariah, and Meshullam, chief men; and Joiarib and 
Elnathan, men of discernment; “directing them to Iddo, who 


was the chief in the place Casiphia. And I instructed them 


‘For a translation of the narrative immediately preceding, cee above, 
XXIV, 279-81. 

>Cf. Ezr. 1:5, and especially I Esdr. 5:4. See the texts and annotations 
given above, XXIV, 12-28. 

“Babylonia,” not “ Babylon;” cf. my notes, above, on II Chron. 36:20, 
Ezr. 5: 12, 6:1. 

‘The name is known only from this chapter, and the translation is 
accordingly uncertain. 

©The Chronicler has no fixed order of mentioning these three classes: 
“people (or, ‘Israel’), priests, Levites.” The order found here occurs very 
frequently; thus I Chron. 9:2, 23:2, II Chron. 17:7 f. (contrast 19:8), 34:30, 
35:8f., Ezr. 1:5, I Esdr. 4:53 ff., Ezr. 2:2ff., 6:16, 7:7, 13, 9:1, Neh. 8:13, 
10:28, 11:3. See also above, p. 203, note. 

‘The “ Elnathan” which follows this name in MT is due to the error of a 
copyist whose eye strayed to the same pair of names just one line 
below. Our text is otherwise correct. Cf. with this vs. II Chron.17:7! The 
Chronicler’s style is not like that of any one else. 
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what to say to Iddo my brother, and to the Nethinim in the 
place Casiphia, to bring us servants for the house of our God. 
“And by the good hand of our God upon us they brought us a 
man of understanding, of the sons of Mahli, son of Levi, son of 
Israel; even" Sherebiah, with his sons and his brethren, eighteen; 
“Also Hashabiah andi Jeshaiah, of the sons of Merari, with their 
brethren! and their children, twenty. ”And of the Nethinim, 
whom David and the princes gave for the service of the Levites: 
two hundred and twenty Nethinim, all registered by name. 

“And I proclaimed a fast there, at the river Ahava, that we 
might humble ourselves before our God, to seek from him a 
prosperous journey, for ourselves, our little ones, and all our 
goods. “For I had been ashamed to ask of the king an armed 
and mounted guard, to protect us from enemies on the way; 
because we had said to the king: The hand of our God is upon 
all those who seek him, for good; but his power and his wrath 
are against all who forsake him. “So we fasted, and besought 
our God for this, and he accepted our prayer. 

*And I set apart twelve men of the chief priests, .... 
Sherebiah and Hashabiah and ten of their brethren.* ”And I 
weighed out for them the silver, and the gold, and the vessels; 
the offering for the house of our God which the king, and his 
counselors and princes, and all Israel there present had offered. 
“I weighed into their hand six hundred and fifty talents of 
silver, and one hundred silver vessels worth . . . . talents;'! one 
hundred talents of gold; “twenty bowls of gold worth a thousand 

£It is obvious that DIF VAN must be divided DHA: AN. 

The occasional use of an “explicative waw” in both the Hebrew and 
the Aramaic of the Greek period is well attested. Cf. my notes, above, on 
I Esdr. 3:1, 6, Ezr. 6:8, 9; further, I Chron. 28:1, Neh. 8:13, 9:16, 10:29, 
Theodotion’s Hebrew had here 733 182 WW, instead of P2239 FAW. 

‘Reading MN and STN. 

k Probably something has fallen out after the numeral “twelve,” either 
the single word 577373"2) or else a longer passage. We should expect twelve 
priests and twelve Levites, cf. vss. 30 and 33. The > before “Sherebiah” 
was pretty certainly written by the Chronicler himself. 

'The numeral seems to have fallen out; it must have stood just after the 
word “ talents.” 








April 12 


August 1 
(See 7:8 f.) 
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darics;™ and twelve vessels of fine polished bronze," precious as 
gold. “And I said to them:° Ye are holy unto Yahwé, and the 
vessels are holy, and the silver and the gold are a freewill offering 
to Yahwé the God of your fathers. “Watch and keep them, 
until ye weigh them out before the chief priests and Levites and 
the chief of the fathers of Israel, in Jerusalem, in? the chambers 
of the house of Yahwé. “So the priests and the Levites received 
the weight of the silver and the gold, and the vessels, to bring 
them to Jerusalem to the house of our God. 

"And we set out from the river Ahava on the twelfth® day of 
the first month, to go to Jerusalem. And the hand of our God 
was upon us, and he delivered us from the power of the enemy 
and the lier-in-wait, on the way. “So we came to Jerusalem, 
and there we abode for three days. “And on the fourth day the 
silver, the gold, and the vessels were weighed in the house of our 
God, under the direction of Meremoth the son of Uriah, the 
priest, with whom was Eleazar the son of Phinehas; and with 
them were Jozabad the son of Jeshua and Noadiah the son of 
Binnui, the Levites. “(They received) the whole by number 
and by weight," and all of the weight was written down at that 
time. 

’The children of the exile, those who had just come from the 
vaptivity, offered whole burnt offerings to the God of Israel: twelve 
bullocks for all Israel, ninety-six rams, seventy-seven lambs, and 
twelve he-goats for a sin offering; all this as a whole burnt offering 
to Yahwé. “And they delivered the orders of the king to his 
satraps and the governors of the province Beyond the River;* 


™ The word JID""5N8, derived from dapexés, originated in the Greek period 


{i= 


and was formed after the analogy of j5"°%, ‘“drachma.” The 
Chronicler uses it also in I Chron. 29:7. 

.The numeral here was originally “WY D2 }, as I Esdr. 8:56 (5éxa dvo) 
shows. See also Josephus, Antt. xi, 136. mm: is construct state, and 
2272 (a noun, of course, with collective meaning) is probably correct. 

Cf. I Chron. 15:12, II Chron, 29:5, 35:3-6. Very characteristic. 

P The text is slightly corrupt. 

‘The Chronicler’s favorite number, again, for this most important date. 

The same peculiar construction, and the same words, in I Chron. 28: 14 ff. 


‘Concerning these officers, see above, XXIV, 246f. 
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these accordingly aided the people and the house of God. 
Neh. 7‘ And some of the chief of the fathers made donations to 
the work. The Tirshathat gave into the treasury a thousand 
drachmas" in gold, fifty basins, thirty priests’ garments, and five 
hundred { minas of silver |.” "And some of the chief of the fathers 
gave to the treasury of the work* twenty thousand drachmas of 
gold, and two thousand and two hundred minas of silver. “And 
that which the rest of the people gave was twenty thousand 
drachmas of gold, two thousand minas of silver, and sixty-seven 
priests’ garments. 

“And the priests, the Levites, the porters, and the singers, 
some of the people, and the Nethinim, even all Israel, dwelt in 
their cities.” 

THE READING OF THE LAW 
(Neh. 7:73b—8: 18) 


7'*°And when the seventh month was come, the children of 
Israel being in their cities,Y 8'all the people assembled as one 
man at the open place before the water gate;’ and they sent word 
to Ezra the scribe to bring the book of the Law of Moses, which 
Yahwé had commanded to Israel. “So Ezra the priest brought 
the law before the congregation, both men and women, and all that 
could hear with understanding, on the first day of the seventh 
month. “And he read in it, over against the open place before the 
water gate, from early morning until midday, before the men and 
women and all who could understand; and the ears of all the 

t [hat is, the governor of Judea. The Chronicler employs the title in 
Ezr. 2:63, Neh. 7:65, 8:9, and (probably) 10:2; in these passages, also, as a non- 
committal designation, the name not being given. ‘“ Nehemiah” in 8:9 and 
10:2 is an interpolation; see the notes on the two passages. 

“Observe the Greek word. 

vIt is probable, as many have observed, that the words 5"}%2 505 origi- 
nally stood between 1 and WAM. 

* With this whole passage cf. I Chron. 29:6 ff. (obviously the work of the 
same hand!), II Chron. 29:31 ff., 35:7 ff. 

*Cf. I Chron. 9:2 and Ezr. 2:1 (end)! Our text of the verse is probably 
just what the Chronicler wrote. 

yCompare I Chron. 13:2, which is an instructive parallel. 

zSee above, pp. 199, 213; and compare aiso II Chron. 5:3, 29:4. 
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people were attentive to the book of the law. ‘And Ezra the 
scribe stood upon a pulpit of wood* which had been made for the 
purpose; and there stood beside him Mattathiah, Shema, Anaiah, 
Uriah, Hilkiah, and Maaseiah, on his right hand; and at his left 
hand Pedaiah, Mishael, Malchijah, Hashum, Hashbaddanah, and 
Zechariah.® °And Ezra opened the book in the sight of all the 
people (for he was above the people), and as he opened it they all 
stood up. °Then Ezra blessed Yahwé, the great God; and all the 
people answered, Amen, amen, lifting up their hands, and they 
bowed down and worshiped Yahweé with their faces to the ground. 
™Moreover Jeshua, Bani, Sherebiah, Jamin, Akkub, Shabbethai., 
Hodiah,. Maaseiah, Kelita, Azariah, Jozabad, Hanan, and Pelaiah, 
the Levites,° instructed the people in the law, while all remained 
in their places. ‘And they read in the book of the law distinctly,¢ 
and gave the sense, so that the reading was understood. 

‘And the Tirshatha,* and Ezra the priest the scribe, and the 
Levites who taught the people, said to all the people: This day is 
holy unto Yahwé your God; mourn not, nor weep. For all the 
people wept, when they heard the words of the law. They‘ also 
said to them: Go, eat the fat and drink the sweet, and send por- 
tions to him that hath no provision; for this day is holy unto our 
Lord. And be ye not distressed; for the joy of Yahwé is your 

-Cf. the brazen pulpit used by Solomon on a similar occasion, II Chron. 
6:13 (not in Kings). Just as Neh. 7: 70-72 is repeated from I Chron. 29:6-8, 
so the whole scene in Neh. 8 is, in its main features, a repetition of the one 
pictured in If Chron., chaps. 5-7. See my Composition, p. 59. 

Neither Greek version gives “ Meshullam,” and it obviously originated 
in a marginal variantof 220% or ONWA. These twelve names are intended 
as those of laymen; cf. 10:15-28, and Ezr. 10: 25-43. 

©Omit 1. The number of these names was probably twelve originally, but 
there is no good ground for emending the text. In Theodotion’s original, the 
resemblance of 7%" to B27) had caused the accidental omission of 
eleven words. 

1The usage elsewhere, and the evident intent of the grammatical con- 
nection here, combine to render this meaning certain. 

¢The words N17 MON are a later addition, as the old Greek version 
shows. See the note on 7:70. Theodotion’s original had simply substituted 
the name “ Nehemiah,” both here and in 10:2. 

‘Third pers. sing. for indefinite subject, as very often elsewhere. So 


also vs. 18. 
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strength. "And the Levites quieted all the people, saying: Be 
still, for the day is holy; neither be ye distressed. “So all the 
people went away, to eat and drink, and to send portions, and to 
make great rejoicing, for they gave heed to the things which hac 
ke great re] g, for they gave heed to the things which had 
been told them. 
®8Then were assembled 





% on the following day the chief of the 
fathers of all the people, the priests, and the Levites, unto Ezra 
the scribe, even that they might give attention to the words of the 
law. “And they found written in the law, that Yahwé had given 
command, through Moses, that the children of Israel should dwell 
in booths during the festival of the seventh month; "and that 
they should proclaim® and publish in all their cities and in Jeru- 
salem, saying: Go forth to the mountain, and bring olive branches, 

-and branches of wild olive, also of the myrtle, and the palm, and 
other leafy trees, in order to make booths according to the pre- 
scription. “So the people went forth, and brought them; and they 
made for themselves booths, upon their own roofs, and in their 
courts, and in the courts of the house of God; also in the open 
places before the water gate and the gate of Ephraim. "And all 

the congregation, those who had returned from the captivity,’ 

made booths and dwelt in them; for the children of Israel had not 
done thus from the days of Joshua the son of Nun unto that day.* 

And there was very great rejoicing. ‘And they read in the book 


Here ends the fragment originally plucked from the middle of the old 
Greek translation, and known to us as “ First Esdras.” See XXIII, 141. 


4A good example of the Chronicler’s careless way of narrating (cf. above, 
XXIV, 229). What here follows is, of course, not what they found in the law, 
but what Ezra said to those who had come to him. (It is possible, to be sure, 
that the original text had WWN “WON in place of WWS'.) 


iCf. Ezr. 6:21, 8:35. 


k Meaning, of course, that the festival had not before been observed so 
universally and completely, since the time of Joshua. The state- 
ment is merely a parallel to the one found in IT Chron. 35:18. The Chronicler 
had several times, in the earlier history, mentioned the celebration of this 
festival, and with emphasis. See not only Ezr. 3:4, but especially II Chron. 
7:8 ff., 38:13, in both of which passages he has deliberately 
altered the text of Kings. He could not possibly have put into his 
book, here in the Ezra story, a flat contradiction of the statement which he 
had previously made with so evidently studied purpose. 
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of the law of God day by day, from the first day unto the last. 
So they observed the feast seven days, and on the eighth day was 


a festal assembly, according to the ordinance. 


THE EXPULSION OF THE GENTILE WIVES 
(Ezr. 9:1—10: 44) 

Ezr. 9 ‘Now when these things were finished, the chief men 
drew near to me, saying: The people of Israel, the priests, and 
the Levites, have not separated themselves from the peoples of the 
land, with' all their abominations, namely the Canaanites, Hittites, 
Perizzites, Jebusites, Ammonites, Moabites, Egyptians, and 
Amorites. °For they have taken of their daughters, for them- 
selves and for their sons, and thus the holy race hath been mixed™ 
with the peoples of the land. Moreover, the hand of the chief men 
and the rulers hath been foremost in this trespass. "When I 
heard this thing, I rent my garment and my cloak, and plucked out 
some of the hair of my head and of my beard, and sat as though 
stunned. *Then were assembled unto me all those that trembled 
at the words of the God of Israel, because of the trespass of the 
men of the exile; but I continued sitting as though stunned, until 
the evening offering. °And at the time of the evening offering 
I arose from my humiliation, even with my garment and my cloak 
rent; and I fell upon my knees, and spread out my hands unto 
Yahwé my God." °And I said: O my God, I am confounded and 
ashamed to lift up®° my face unto thee; for our sins have multiplied 
exceedingly,’ and our guilt hath mounted high as the heavens. 


‘Since the days of our fathers we have been exceeding guilty, unto 


'T believe that the reading of our text (with 5) is correct. This is prob- 
ably one of the Chronicler’s ellipses. 

™ Cf. Ps. 106:35, and especially Neh. 9:2, 13:3. (In the last-named pas 
sage Meyer, Entstehung, p. 130, would emend to “ Arabs”!) 

Cf. If Chron. 6:13. This part of the Ezra story is written in the 
Chronicler’s liveliest style—not, however, a whit more lively than 10:1-14, 
where the story is told of Ezra in the third person. See above, pp. 199, 212. 
The prayer which follows is also thoroughly characteristic. 

With the peculiar interjection of "75N at this point, cf. the similar case 
in I Chron. 29:17. 

P The impossible UN" is merely dittography of the following US‘. 
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this day; and for our sins, we, our kings, and our priests, have 
been given into the power of the kings of the lands, for slaughter, 
for captivity, for plundering, and for humiliation, as at this day. 
*But now for a moment grace hath been given from Yahwé our 
God, to save for us a remnant, and to give us a secure fastening 
Ce | in his holy place; that our God may restore the light to our eyes, 
and grant us a little reviving in our bondage. °For bondservants 
we are;’ yet in our bondage our God hath not forsaken us, but 
hath extended to us favor in the sight of the kings of Persia, to 
grant us a reviving, to raise up the house of our God, and to repair 
its ruins, and to give us a wall of protection’ in Judea and Jeru- 
salem. “Now therefore, O our God, what shall we say after this? 
for we have forsaken thy commandments, "which thou didst com- 
-mand by thy servants the prophets, saying:* The land which ye 
are entering, to possess it, is a land foul with the filth of the 
heathen peoples, with their abominations, since they have filled it 
from end to end with their uncleanness. ‘Now therefore give 
not your daughters to their sons, nor take for your sons their 
daughters, nor seek their peace or their welfare, for ever;' that 
ye may be strong, and eat the good of the land, and make it the 
perpetual inheritance of your children." "And after all that hath 
come upon us for our evil deeds, and for our great guilt,—and yet 
thou, O our God, hast spared us, punishing’ less than our sins 
deserve, and hast given us such a remnant as this,—"shall we 
again break thy commandments, and intermarry with the people of 
these abominations? Wouldest thou not be angry with us to the 
point of cutting us off without residue or remnant? “O Yahwe, 
God of Israel, thou dealest righteously, that we are left a remnant 


4Cf. especially Neh. 9:36. 

‘This is of course figurative! 

‘The manner of the following quotation, given as from “the Prophets” 
(by which word he means primarily Moses) and not truly representing any 
F J 6 single passage, is exactly what we have already noticed in II Chron. 36:21 
(see the note, XXIV, 12). The Chronicler quotes as he writes—curelessly 
and irresponsibly. 

t All this is a most instructive example of misquotation! 

“Cf. I Chron. 28:8 (not in Sam.-Kings). 

’Y The Hebrew contains one of the Chronicler’s ellipses. 
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as at this day; behold we are before thee in our guilt, for none can 
stand before thee because of this. 

10 New while Ezra* prayed and made confession, weeping 
and prostrating himself before the house of God, there were 
assembled unto him a very great congregation of the people of 
Israel, men, women, and children; moreover the people wept 
exceedingly. “Then Shechaniah the son of Jehiel, of the sons of 
Elam, said to Ezra: We have trespassed against our God, and 
have married foreign women of the peoples of the land; yet even 
now there is hope for Israel, in spite of this. “Now therefore 
let us make a covenant with our God, to put away all such wives,* 
and the children born of them, according to the counsel of my 
lord and of those who tremble at the commandment of our God; 
and let obedience be given to the law.? ‘Arise, for the matter 
resteth upon thee, and we are with thee; stand firm, and do it. 
*So Ezra arose, and made the chief men of the priests, of the 
Levites, and of all Israel, swear that they would do according to 
this word. So they took oath. 

‘Then Ezra withdrew from before the house of God, and went 
to the chamber of Jehohanan the son of Eliashib,* and there he 
passed the night;> he ate no bread, nor drank water, for he was 
mourning because of the trespass of the men of the exile. ‘And 
they made proclamation throughout Judea and Jerusalem, to all 
those of the exile, that they should assemble at Jerusalem; ‘and 


~ The reason for the use of the third person in this chapter is simply this, 
that when the Chronicler sat down to write it he did not happen to identify 
himself, in imagination, with his hero. On the next occasion, in another 
mood, he might write in the first person; he was under no obligation to write 
always in the same way. See the remarks above, pp. 210 f. 

«The qualifying “such” is of course understood from the context. The 
article is omitted just as in 1:11 (see my note, XXIV, 17) and in vs. 17 of this 
chapter. 

y That is: 
of the leaders of Israel. See vs. 5. 

Namely, the law which had just been read, and from which the “ chief 
men” (cf. 9:1 with Neh. 8:13) had learned of the prohibition of foreign mar- 
riages. See the introductory remarks, above. 

4See the introductory remarks at the beginning of this chapter. 


after my lord (Ezra) shall have consulted with the more devout 


>Reading 7271 instead of ‘J>™. 
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that whoever did not come within three specified® days, accord- 
ing to the counsel of the chief men and the elders, all his property 
should be forfeited, and he himself separated from the congrega- 
tion of the exile. 

*Then all the men of Judah and Benjamin assembled at Jeru- 
salem within the three days; it was‘ the ninth month, on the 
twentieth day of the month. And all the people sat in the open 
place before the house of God, trembling because of this matter, 

een 


and because of the storms of rain. hen Ezra the priest arose, 


and said to them: Ye have trespassed, and have married foreign, 


women, adding this to the guilt of Israel. "Now therefore make 
confession to Yahwe, the God of your fathers, and do his will; and 
separate yourselves from the peoples of the land, and from the 
foreign wives. “Then all the congregation answered and said 
with a loud voice: Thus, according to thy word, it is our duty to 
do. “But the people are many, and this is a time of heavy rains, 
so that we cannot remain out of doors. Moreover it is not a work 
of one day, nor of two; for very many of us have sinned in this 
manner. “Let our chief men (that is, of all the congregation )° 
be stationed here, and let all those in our cities who have taken 
foreign wives come to them at stated times, and with them the 
elders and judges‘ of their several cities; to the end that we may 
turn back from us the wrath of our God because of* this thing. 
(“Nevertheless Jonathan the son of Asahel and Jahzeiah the son 
of Tikwah stood against this counsel, and Meshullam and Shab- 
bethai the Levite seconded them.)* “And the people of the 


‘If the definite article is original here (D°2°%), this must be its meaning. 
That is, three days were appointed during which the men were to present 
themselves at Jerusalem for registration. 

4 Nothing is missing here! Cf. 7:8 and 6:15, and see my note (XXIV, p. 269) 
on the latter passage. This isa common and thoroughiy Semitic construction. 

eCf. Neh. 9:32, II Chron. 23:4, 28:15, ete. The explaining the suffix, 
as so often in Arabic. 

‘Cf. II Chron. 15:3, 19:5, Ezra 7:10, 25 f., and see above, p. 203. 

¢Read "25m 59, with Jerome, Theodotion (cf. vs. 9), and, almost cer- 
tainly, the old Greek version (the wepi of the L text, I Esdr. 9:13, is presumably 
derived from Theodotion, however). 

The Chronicler’s imagination delighted in creating such incidents, as I 
have already shown with abundant illustration. Cf. also II Chron. 30:10f., 
18, I Chron. 21:6, Neh. 7:61-65, as well as such passages as II Chron. 28:12, etc. 
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exile did so. Ezra the priest and! certain chief men according to 
their families, all designated by name, were set apart; and they 
were in session on the first day of the tenth month to examine 
the matter. ‘And they finished with all the men* who had mar- 
ried foreign women by the first day of the first month. 

‘And there were found among the sons of the priests, who had 
married foreign women: of the sons of Jeshua the son of Jozadak, 
and his brethren;! Maaseiah, Eliezer, Jarib, and Gedaliah. 
“They gave their pledge that they would put away their wives; 


and for their trespass they were fined™ a ram of the flock. “And 
of the sons of Immer; Hanani and Zebediah. (Then follows, 
in vss. 21-43, the remainder of the list.) “All these had 


taken foreign wives; and they sent them back (to their people), 
both wives and children.” 
THE COVENANT AGAINST GENTILE MARRIAGES AND IN 
SUPPORT OF THE CLERGY 
(Neh. 9:1—10: 40) 
Neh. 9 ‘Now on the twenty-fourth® day of this month the 
children of Israel assembled, fasting, and in sackcloth, and with 


earth upon their heads. *And the seed of Israel separated them- 
iRead D°:N1. with Theodotion and Jerome. The old Greek (= 45> 57375) 


ata an St 


also gives sure evidence that the original verb was 3572%, for 12 is impos- 
sible here. This latter blunder ultimately produced the text of which the 
translation (presumably by Aquila or Symmachus) has in this verse supplanted 
the rendering of Theodotion in the bizarre L recension. 

*Read D°%0iIN8 232. The Chronicler omits the article here exactly as he 
does in vs. 3 and in 1:1; see the notes on these passages. 

‘See Note A, at the end of the chapter. 

mDUS, like the Syriac o4,, may take a direct object. On the elliptical 
clause (very characteristic) see XXIV, 270, note k. 

"The original was D335 D°W; Dia ws). By an easy accident, the two 
letters 13 were dropped from the first word. The resulting 5°", which 
was absolutely impossible, naturally produced the variant, O72 0%. In 
our MT both of these readings are ingeniously used; the latter at the begin- 
ning of the clause, and the former, 2°W™, inserted before D°25". (For a 
similar case of ingenuity in combining two variant Greek readings, see the L 
text of Neh. 13:20.) The old Greek version, I Esdr. 9:36, renders the Hebrew 
which I have conjectured. See further, on the restoration of this verse, Note 
A, at the end of this chapter. 

° Observe the multiple of twelve; see the note on Ezr. 8:31, and also p. 213. 
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selves from all foreigners;? and they took their places, and con- 
fessed their sins and the iniquities of their fathers. °And they 
stood up in their places, and read in the book of the law of Yahwé 
their God for a fourth part of the day; and for another fourth 
part they made confession, and worshiped Yahweé their God. 
‘Then Jeshua and the sons* of Kadmiel, (namely) Shechaniah,* 
? \ ~ / 
Bunni, Sherebiah, Bani, and Chenani, stood upon the elevated 
place of the Levites and cried with a loud voice unto Yahwé their 
God. °Also the Levites, Hashabneiah,’ Sherebiah, Hodiah, She- 
baniah, and Pethahiah, said: Come," bless Yahwé your God. 
[And Ezra said: Blessed art thou, Yahwé our God,‘] from ever- 
lasting to everlasting; and blessed be thy name, glorious and‘ 
exalted above all blessing and praise. °Thou, Yahwe, art (God) 
alone. Thou hast made the heave is, the heaven" of heavens, and 
all their host; the earth, and all creatures that are upon it; the 
seas, and all things that are in them. Thou givest life to them 
all, and to thee the host of heaven boweth down. ( Then 
follows, in vss. 7-37, the remainder of the prayer, the last words 
of which are these:) * Behold, we are vassals today; and as 
for the land which thou gavest to our fathers, to eat its fruit and 
its good things, we are bondmen upon it. “It” bringeth forth its 

PIt is obvious that this is the immediate sequel of Ezr. 9:1—10:44. Cf. 
with this clause especially Ezr. 9:1 and 10:11; and see, further, the intro- 
ductory remarks. 

9QOn the text of this verse and the following, see Note B, at the end of the 
chapter. 

‘It is possible that 1p is to be taken here in its literal meaning “stand 
up;” but more probably it means simply “up! come!” as in II Chron. 6:41, 
Ezr. 10:4, and many other passages; i.e., it is used here just as N3 is used in 
the parallel I Chron. 29:20. 

* Concerning the lacuna here, see Note C, at the end of the chapter. 

tThe conjunction, to which some have objected, is quite in place. The 
construction which is virtually adjectival is continued by one which is really 
such. 

“Those who would emend here (and in many similar places) by inserting 
the conjunction ‘, should bear in mind that the Chronicler is fond of enu- 
merating in the Aramaic way, omitting the conjunction in every place but 
the last. 

v With the Chronicler’s characteristic omission of the subject; cf. the 
note on Ezr. 10:19. 
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abundant produce for the kings whom thou hast set over us 
because of our sins; they have power also over our persons and 
our cattle, at their pleasure. Yea, we are in great distress.” 

10 ‘In consequence of all this* we made an abiding covenant, 
in writing, and to sign itY stood our princes, our Levites, and our 
priests; “and at the head of the signers’ were the Tirshatha’ and 
Zedekiah.’ *Seraiah, Azariah, Jeremiah; *Pashhur, 
rv uss. 4-28, the remainder of the 


~ 


ete. (Then follows, ¢ 
list. )* “And the rest of the people, and of® the priests, the 
Levites, the porters, the singers, and the Nethinim, even all those 
who had separated themselves from the peoples of the land unto 
the law of God, with their wives and their sons and daughters, all 
who had knowledge and understanding,* “stood fast by their 
brethren, their leaders, and entered into a curse and an oath, to 
walk in the law of God, which was given through Moses the serv- 
ant of God, and to keep and perform all the commandments of 
Yahwé our Lord, and his ordinances and his statutes: “to wit, 


“The closing part of this prayer is strikingly similar to the close of the 
prayer in Ezr. 9. Vss. 33-37 here are the expanded counterpart of vss. 9, 13, 
and 15 there. The prayer in Neh. includes also supplication for mercy (vs. 32). 
Neh. 10:1 (9:38 in the English version) is not a part of the prayer, but the 
resumption of the narrative. It is not strange that some scholars should have 
thought the transition here “abrupt;” it is smoothness itself, however, com- 
pared to this same writer's transitions in I Chron. 28:19 (!), Ezr. 2:68, 7:27 (!) 
Neh. 12:27; to say nothing of the many places where he leaps from the first 
person to the third, or vice versa, without apparent occasion. 

«J. e., all the events narrated in the preceding chapter and in Ezr. 9f. 
This covenaat gave the finishing touch to Ezra’s reform. The words $23" 
MNT give a very natural continuation. 

y Evidently the technical term. 

On the text and interpretation of this verse and the preceding, see Note 
D, at the end of the chapter. 

*On the number of the names, one of the Chronicler’s multiples of twelve, 
eee Note D, at the end of the chapter. 

>The construction so often found in the Chronicler’s writings; see Ezr. 
8:29, 10:5, ete. 

© This verse, which betrays the Chronicler’s authorship with almost every 
phrase, fairly represents the whole chapter. From this point on to the end, 
we can recognize everywhere his peculiar style and diction, and his own special 
hobbies. Those who know his writings intimately will see this at once, for it 
is beyond all question; those who are not thus prepared will do well to read 
If Chron. 31:4-19 first of all. 
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that we would not give our daughters to the peoples of the land, 
nor take their daughters for our sons; “and that whenever the 
peoples of the land should bring their merchandise or any sort of 
grain on the sabbath day to sell, that we would not take it from 
them, on the sabbath or on a holy day; and that we would forego 
the product‘ of the seventh year and the exaction of every debt. 
“Moreover we imposed upon ourselves stated contributions,° 
charging ourselves yearly with the third part of a shekel, for the 
service of the house of our God; “for the showbread, the continual 
meal offering, and the continual burnt offering, as well as the 
offerings of the sabbaths and the new moons; for the- feasts, the 
holy sacrifices,’ and the sin offerings to make atonement for Israel ; 
even for all the work of the house of our God. “Also we cast 
lots, the priests, the Levites, and the people, for the wood offering, 
to bring it into the house of our God, according to our fathers’ 
houses, at appointed times vear by year, to burn on the altar of 
Yahwé our God, as is prescribed in the law;* “and (we cove- 
nanted) to bring the first fruits of our land, and the first of every 
sort of fruit of any tree, year by year, to the house of Yahwé; 
“also the firstborn of our sons and of our cattle, as is prescribed 
in the law; and that we would bring tke firstlings of our herds and 
of our flocks to the house of our God, for the priests who minister 
in the house of our God; “and that the best of our coarse meal, 
and of our heaps of grain( ? )," and of the fruit of every tree, the 

‘It is obvious that the word MN 3M has been accidentally omitted, by 
haplography, after MN; see Ex. 23:10 f. and Lev. 25:3-7, the passages which 
the Chronicler had in mind. The law of the debtor’s release, to: which he 
refers, is of course Deut. 15:1-3. 

¢So also in 13:5, and in the post-Biblical usage. 

‘Namely those described in II Chron. 29:33 and 35:13. 

This is a very good example of the Chronicler’s heedless and irrespon- 
sible mode of citation, giving merely what he happened to remember, or 
thought he remembered. See above, the notes on II Chron. 36:21 
(XXIV, 12) and Ezr. 9:11. Neh. 8:14 is another most instructive instance. 

On the text of this verse Bertholet, Comm., says: “L. nach LXX 1) vor 
pbr und st. aX M75 ‘aN M22.”! This is curious textual criticism. 

»Read °° in place of "MAINT? The accidental substitution 
of the latter word would then be very natural in view of Num. 15:20 f., ete. 
In the text which lay before Theodotion the word had been canceled as 
corrupt. The supposition of a gloss has not much likelihood. 
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wine and the oil, we would bring for the priests, to the chambers 
of the house of our God; also the tithes of our land for the 
Levites;—and they, the Levites, were to reckon the tithes in all 
the cities of our tillage, “and the' priest the son of Aaron was to 
be with the Levites when they reckoned the tithes; and the 
Levites were to bring up the tenth of the tithes to the house of 
our God, to the chambers belonging to the treasury; “for unto 
the chambers were the children of Israel and the sons of Levi to 
bring* the offering of corn, and wine, and oil, and there also were 
the utensils of the sanctuary, and of! the priests who minister, and 
of the porters and the singers;"—-and that we would not forsake 
the house of our God." 


NOTE A (on Ezr. 10:44) 


There can be no doubt whatever that the original intent of this 
verse is expressed in I Esdr. 9:36, according to which I have 
restored the Hebrew text. The plan proposed, in Ezr. 10:3, 5, 
was to put away both the wives and the children. A complete 
census, town by town, was to be taken; every Israelite who failed 
to appear before the authorities was to be expelled from the con- 
gregation (vs. 8). The people agreed (vs. 12), and also acted 
according to the agreement (vs..16). “By the first day of the 


iAre we to regard the use of the article here as evidence that this 
was the custom followed in the Chronicler’s own day? 

kThe contradiction which many recent commentators have found in vss. 
38-40 vanishes when they are understood as here indicated. It is not even 
necessary to appeal to II Chron. 31:5-7. This whole passage, however, is very 
characteristic of the Chronicler’s loose-jointed way of thinking and writing. 

'The usual construction; see the note on vs. 29. 

™ The status of these Levitical classes is the very same in all parts of 
Chron.-Ezr.-Neh.— the writer being generally at no pains to express himself 
exactly. See my Composition, pp. 22f.; also above, p. 202, note 40—and 
Bertholet’s Comm., on Neh. 11:17 f.! 

"The verb (3TY5) in this last clause concludes the construction begun by 
JM in vs. 31, and continued by Mp2 and WO2 in ve. 32, and N33 in vs. 38, 
The Chronicler intended this whole passage, vss. 31-40, to give the substance 
of his “abiding covenant” (7228, vs. 1), and he ends it with a clause which 
both sums up the preceding details and also forms a highly suitable close to 
the whole Ezra story. Notice that he ends his expanded story of Nehemiah in 
a very similar manner (13: 31!). 
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first month” all of those who had married foreign women had 
appeared before the judges (vs. 17). The members of the lead- 
ing priestly house are first mentioned, and it is said of them that 
they agreed to put away their wives of foreign birth (vs. 19). 
Then follows, without any other introduction, the remainder of 
the list. At its close must therefore have stood, in some form, the 
statement that these all put away their wives (and presumably the 
children also would be mentioned); no other continuation is 
possible. Furthermore, the immediate sequel in Neh. 9 f. asserts 
again that they did separate themselves completely, not only from 
the heathen wives and their children (10:29-31), but also from all 
the other foreigners (9:2, cf. especially Ezr. 9:1, 10:11). And 
yet our commentators and historians all wonder whether Ezra’s 


reform was pictured as successful! 


The Chronicler does, indeed, represent this evil of mixed mar- 
riages as present once more (in a few cases) in the time of 
Nehemiah, a dozen years later. The fact that he does so shows 
his own great interest in the subject, and that he realized the 
impossibility of preventing such alliances entirely; it also, no 
doubt, may be taken as an indication that the Jews in his day were 
not as exclusive as he wished to see them. 


NOTE B (on Neh. 9:4 f.) 
It is generally agreed that the lists of Levites given in verses 
4 and 5 have been corrupted through copyists’ errors. The chief 
reason for the corruption is, obviously, the fact that the one list 
follows the other so immediately, while each is introduced 


by the word pv. The presence of three names written "33 
in vs. 4 is more than suspicious, and without much doubt the first 
of the three was originally "325 or j2. It was the influence of 
the similar list in the preceding chapter (8:7) which caused the 


reading of the name “Bani” here, very naturally. Theodotion 
a - : ee ey 
rendered: “Inaods cai viol Kaduinr, Layava" vios LapaBra," viol 
16 The Hexaplar MSS., & and B, have here the blunder Sapafia, The coincidence of 
the A text with that of L (2exevias) proves that Theodotion read FPISYW. In the names 
immediately following, L has been conformed to MT, as usual. 
17 The very inferior character of the Hexaplar text is always apparent, from the begin- 
ning of I Chronicles to the end of Nehemiah; and the most corrupt form of it, in nine cases 
out of ten, is that given by Codex B. 
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Xavam, but this is plainly the rendering of a text which is inferior 
to MT. For the “sons of Kadmiel,” ef. Ezr. 2:40 and Neh. 7:43 
(the text of the former passage probably correct, that of the latter 
certainly corrupt). The possibility must not be overlooked that 
the original reading was ‘‘Jeshua the son of Kadmiel;” see Neh. 
12:24. 

The fact that ““Shebaniah” appears also in ys. 5 makes it 
extremely probable that Theodotion is right with his ‘“‘Shecha- 
niah”’ in vs. 4; see above. 

The first three names in vs. 5 came from vs. 4 (or a variant of 
it). The accident in copying was due to proximity plus the fact 
that the word oo immediately precedes. The name ‘‘ Hashab- 
neiah”’ is very likely a copyist’s error for ‘‘Hashabiah,” the man 
referred to in 12:24 as a “chief of the Levites.” 

The whole number of the Levite assistants on this occasion 
was eleven. The six named in vs. 4 began the ceremony with 
an invocation; then the five named in vs. 5 called upon the people 
to unite in prayer. The prayer was offered by Ezra, who thus 
joined himself, in a way, to the Levites of vs. 5, making the 
number of those conducting the ceremony to be twelve in all. Cf. 
especially 12:36, where the Chronicler makes his Ezra join a 
company of the Levite “singers.” 

NOTE C (the lacuna in Neh. 9:5) 

It has been quite generally recognized that something has been 
lost from our Hebrew text here, at the point where the long prayer 
begins. Theodotion’s Greek prefixes «ai eizrev "Efpas to the first 
words of vs. 6; and it is indeed obvious that some one man (and 
presumably Ezra) must have been named as the speaker of the 
following words, which occupy more than thirty verses. But it 
is even plainer that whatever lacuna there is must be sought 
further back than the end of vs. 5. The words Ti Dw, 
“thy glorious name,” in the last clause of this verse, originally 
formed, beyond question, a part of the same address to Yahwé 


which is continued in vs. 6. The immediately preceding verb, 


18 Guthe, in the Polychrome Bible, gives us a most astonishing ‘“‘emendation” of Ezr. 2:40 
based on one of the blunders of the Greek text in Codex B (in I Esdr, 5:26), where some care- 
less copyist had converted the tachygram of «cai ($) intucs. With this help, Guthe restores 


the preposition eis, which is made to govern the genitive case. 


DY 





Tue Ezra Story 1n Its ORIGINAL SEQUENCE 307 


W731, “and let thy glorious name be blessed” (literally, “‘and 
let them bless;” the common Aramaic use of the indefinite third 
person pheeal in place of the passive), shows the same thing. 
Moreover, the four words preceding this, pon a pbs Ve, 
are now in a strange context; how could these pe “ie be exhorted 
to “stand up and bless Yahwé from everlasting to everlasting” ? 
They were not immortal, and had not been eternal. Apparently, 
no one has ever studied this verse carefully, for the explanation 
of the difficulty is clear almost at the first glance. The Chronicler 
is drawing a large part of his devotional material from the Psalms, 
as usual. This particular form of words, ode wi Dyn 3 Va 5 
is found elsewhere only in the doxology appended to Psalms 41 
and 106, and quoted from the latter Psalm by the Chronicler in 
I Chron. 16:36. The 106th Psalm is not only the Chronicler’s 
favorite (see especially I Chron. 16:34-36, 41, IT Chron. 5:18, 
7:3, 20:21, Ezr. 3:11), but it is also one from which he is quoting 
in this very prayer; see especially vss. 27 f., where it is obvious 
that we have, in the main, a free reproduction of Ps. 106:41-45 
(with some very characteristic changes, such as O°MY NID" instead 
of M2" Ovay5). The theme on which the Psalm is built is pre- 
cisely the one which the Chronicler is developing here; and it is 
therefore most fitting that its doxology should be used by him as 
the introduction of the prayer. When in addition to these facts 
it is observed how in another favorite Psalm this doxology, slightly 
varied (Ps. 72:18), is continued in the words (vs. 19): ‘and 
blessed be his glorious name (3722 DS) for ever,’ there can no 
longer be any question as to the ish of the lacuna and the 
reason for the accidental omission. The ——e text is to be 
restored as follows: TW" TSN 572 .VsIp °° om TaN" 
pwn ) y= g 12701 oN rit od rirIS v3 : 8 “IY TSN". SyvDN 
“51 =" ; :p>i I>. The cause of the accident was the usual 
one: the very close resemblance of the omitted words to those 
immediately preceding them. In the Hebrew text which lay 
before Theodotion the words NY "73N" had been restored (in 
the wrong place, necessarily) simply because it was well 
known that they had once stood at the beginning of 
the prayer; there is no other satisfactory way of explaining 
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their presence.” It is barely possible that the tov Oeov jyer of 
the Greek is the veritable translation of "24958 (in which case 
we should have either to regard the O2°75N of our MT as the 
result of correction or corruption, or else to suppose that a similar 
accidental omission took place in the Greek version); but in 
view of the thousands of cases of confusion of yu@v and vuev by 
Greek scribes it is much more likely that we have to do with a 
mere copyist’s error. As for the original extent of the passage 
omitted from the Hebrew, it is not probable that it contained 
anything more than the words here restored. 

There is one other very striking parallel to be noticed. In 
I Chron., chaps. 28 f. (not in Sam.-Kings), the Chronicler depicts 
a scene somewhat resembling the one which he has constructed 
here in his story of Ezra. All the people are assembled at Jeru- 
salem, and David the king offers prayer before them. He calls 
upon them to “bless Yahwé,” using the very words which are 
uttered by the Levites in Neh. 9:5; though in I Chron, 20:20 
the command DSN MT" AX NP wD follows the prayer 
instead of preceding it. The prayer itself begins with the 
words (29:10): St CHR TW RR MD TT TIN 
p> 4 = baba .1s"3N ; and then continues in much the same 
way as Neh. 9:6. The Chronicler loves to repeat the incidents, 
and the set phrases, which he has already used. 

NOTE D (on Neh. 10:1 f.) 

It is not strange that the use of the participle in 10:1 
(Eons, pans should have misled some translators, ancient and 
modern, into connecting the verse with the preceding prayer; all 
the more because the first person plural has just been used 
there, while in the introductory narrative, 9:1-—5, the first person 
was vot used. But it is certain that the verse is narrative; this 
would be sufficiently evident, indeed, even if it were not directly 
continued in vss. 29 f. by the same narrating participle 
(o°pms, O82) and by the first person plural (‘our 
Lord;” ‘‘we would not give our daughters,” etce.). This whole 


19Tt was a somewhat similar case when the three chapters, Neh. 8-10, were transposed 
again to the book of Ezra, in the recension represented by our I Esdras, and attached in the 
wrong place (necessarily), The thing was done simply because it was well known that they 
had once formed a part of the Ezra story. 


6) 


0) 
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passage affords one of the very best illustrations of the Chronicler’s 
intolerably heedless way of carrying on a story; the best single 


~ 


parallels are perhaps I Chron. 28:19, Ezr. 7:27, and (carelessness 
of another sort) Neh. 13:1, 6. 

In vs. 2, it is obvious that BYSINTT is impossible, and equally 
obvious (see, for example, the English versions!) that the plural 
number refers to the signers who are named in the following 
verses.” The original reading must have been O™2MITG, active 
participle, “those who sealed”’ the document. It may well be that 
Theodotion, who renders by éri trav cdpayifovrwr, actually had 
this reading before him; we should have expected him otherwise 
to render by éo¢payiopévor, cf. the variant introduced into the 
text of Codex S by the corrector of the seventh century.” Our 
massoretic reading, DvM2INTMT SY, is the result of a lapsus calami 
vaused by the DANTT by in the line above. 

The name “Nehemiah the son of Hachaliah” is an interpo- 
lation; see the notes, above, on 7:70 and 8:9. The text as origi- 
nally written by the Chronicler contained here only NNO", 
“the Tirshatha.”’ The interpolation is the same one which has 
been made in several other places, as one of the inevitable results 
of the transplanting of the three chapters of the Ezra story into 
the book of Nehemiah. In our Hebrew text, it has taken place 
also in 8:9, and in both cases the interpolated name “ Nehemiah” 
stands side by side with the original “Tirshatha.”” In the Hebrew 
text rendered by Theodotion, the process had gone so far that the 
unfamiliar word ‘“‘Tirshatha” had been dropped altogether.” 
In a few Greek manuscripts, moreover—notably in Codex B— 
the same thing has taken place even in 7:70(!), “Nehemiah” 
being simply substituted for “Tirshatha.” In the old Greek 
version, on the contrary, the original reading, containing the 
title but not the name, is preserved in 8:9 (I Esdr. 9:49); and 
if we possessed the rest of this version we should doubtless find 
the same thing true in 10:2. Yet even earlier than the date of 

20 The desperate expedient of making the plural refer to a plural number of documents, 
or to the things (!) contained in the document, gives no help. 

21See Studies in Mem. of W. R. Harper, I, 92, note 38. 


22The 0 xai A@apagGas of the L text in Neh. 10:2(1) is, of course, merely one of the 
Lucianic corrections from the massoretic Hebrew. 
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this translation, probably soon after the transposition of the 
chapters, the interpolation of the name ‘‘ Nehemiah”’ began; a fact 
which receives very interesting illustration in the presence of 
Neeyias in I Esdr. 5:40(!).” 

The ‘“Zedekiah”’ of this verse is a character created simply in 
order to provide a companion for the anonymous ‘“Tirshatha.” 
The Chronicler did not know who the governor of Judea was dur- 
ing the first part of the reign of this Artaxerxes, and did not 
venture to give him a name; but it would not do fo appear not to 


— we 
) 


know who he was, hence the name of his associate, p7y, 
“at the head of” the list of signers. It may have been the case 
that he thought of the governor as a Persian, and wished to put 
beside him a representative of the people; but it seems more 
likely, on the contrary, that the official who had contributed so 
magnificently to the treasury of the temple (7:70), and then 
shortly after had helped Ezra instruct the people in the religion 
of Israel (8:9), and who now pledged himself to follow the law 
of Moses, to keep his family free from intermarriage with for- 
eigners (10:31), and to show himself in all things a faithful 
member of “the congregation,’ was thought of as a Jew. 
Whether the Chronicler intended his ‘‘Zedekiah” to be a prince, 
or a private secretary, is a question of very slight importance, and 
one which it will never be possible to answer. The reason why 
Ezra’s name does not appear among the signers is of course 
this, that he was regarded as above the necessity of taking this 
oath, which had in it something of the nature of a confession of 
evil-doing (see 9:1f., 10:29f., and MNT $52 in 10:1). The 
man who had come all the way from Babylonia in order to call 
the Jews to account for their neglect of the Pentateuch (Ezr. 
7:14!), and under whose vehement rebuke they were now making 
this solemn promise to return to the right path, certainly had no 
need to sign the document. 

The number of the names of the signers (o™aninn) ealls for 
especial notice. This written covenant, according to the repre- 


23 The tendency to interpolate the name of the unnamed official, especially when he was 
believed to have been so important a person as Nehemiah or Zerubbabel, was of course very 
strong at alltimes. We see several instances of exactly this sort —interesting parallels to 
those just described—in I Esdr. 6:17, 26, 28, in all three of which verses the name ZopoBaBedA 
has been interpolated for the purpose of identifying the ** governor’’ who is mentioned. 
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sentation of the Chronicler, marked an epoch in the history of 
Israel. The document was one, moreover, which contained a 
summary of his own pet interests, and those who signed it were 
the representatives of a community reformed according to his 
ideals. It is, therefore, a foregone conclusion that the number of 
names will be found to be a multiple of twelve; just as in his 
‘oreat list,’ in Ezr. 2 and Neh. 7, he starts off with twelve 
“leaders” (Ezr. 2:2, Neh. 7:7), and makes the whole number of 
the people equal to twelve times the number of years which had 
elapsed since the creation of the world (see above, p. 216). Here 
in Neh. 10:2-28 the numbering is as follows: two leaders; 
twenty-one priests; seventeen Levites; forty-four laymen. Total, 
eighty-four. 84=7 x12. 








NOTES ON THE NAME 37". 
By GrorGce F. Moore 
III. Tue Pronunciation JAHvon* 

In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries it was the prevail- 
ing opinion among scholars who rejected the mixed form Jehovah 
that the Jews pronounced the name Jahvoh. The origin and his- 
tory of this almost forgotten opinion are instructive. 

In the controversy about the pronunciation of the Tetragram- 
maton which was started by Drusius’ monograph in 1604, the 
testimony of Theodoret was early adduced. In two of his works, 
Quaestiones in Octateuchum and Haereticarum Fabularum Com- 
pendium, that Father, after explaining that the Jews were forbid- 
den to utter the name, tells how the Samaritans pronounced it and 
what the Jews said. In the edition of the Quaestiones which was 
in the hands of scholars at the beginning of the seventeenth cen- 
tury' the text ran as follows: xadXodor d€ adto Lapapeira: pev laBeE, 
"Tovdaio. dé “Ia. Drusius (1604) boldly emended ‘Ia to *law 
(sic|,’ thus bringing it into conformity with Diodorus Siculus 
(i, 94) and other ancient statements that the god of the Jews was 
named ‘law. Drusius’ pedisequus, Sixtinus Amama (1628), 
adopted the emendation without citing the reading of the edition.’ 
Cappellus (1624) quotes “Iovéaio: dé I ad@ as the actual words of 
Theodoret, adding, “nihil manifestius aut expressius dici potuit.”” 
Henceforth Theodoret was regularly cited as a witness that “law 
was the specifically Jewish pronunciation of the Tetragrammaton 
as “la8é was the Samaritan.° 


*See Old Testament and Semitic Studies in Memory of William Rainey Harper, I, 143-64 
= American Journal of Theology, Vol. XII (1908), 34-52. It need hardly be said that these 
notes make no pretense of completeness. A methodical search, if it were worth the time, 
would doubtless add many names to those here cited. 
1Ed. Jo. Picus, Paris, 1558; Picus also published a Latin translation (Paris, 1563). 


2 Quaest. xv in Exod. 

3 Decas exercitationum, ed, Reland, pp. 62 f., 64. 

4 Decas, p. 206. 5 Ibid., p. 316. 

8 Clericus (on Exod. 3:14), comparing ‘law, gives the pronunciation Jahavoh or Jahvoh, 


a form like 2pz?: iy BD ; he expressly rejects Jeheveh and Jihveh. 
“= ps 
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Sirmond, in his edition of the complete works of Theodoret 
(1642), replaced the ‘Ia of the editio princeps of the Quaestiones 
by *Aid, which is in all probability what Theodoret wrote;’ but 
by that time the transmission of the quotation had become alto- 
gether independent of editions of the text. Thus Drusius’ con- 
jecture, "Iaw—a conjecture superficially plausible but on second 
consideration wholly indefensible, like so many “obvious”? emenda- 
tions—established itself in the learned tradition, and passed un- 
challenged for two centuries. 

Assuming that "law represented the Jewish pronunciation of 


the Tetragrammaton, the question arose what the oR 


Hebrew form was. “Id might stand for Jaho, MI", like 335 iD, 
<M, and the proper nouns yim, yh; « * for oon The 


latter, supported by "levw, quoted by seis from Sanchunia- 
thon, was regarded as the more probable alternative. Jahvo would 


meee 


naturally be written in Hebrew mt (or, with a negligible sur- 
reptitious syllable, mim). There is no example of an imperfect 


of a m5 verb ending in 0, but the proper names Spzt, v5, 
were compared, and, more speciously, Sam: (I Chron. 5:14), which 
was explained by Cappellus as a variant spelling ji Im from 
the 5 verb M7". Another theory was that ‘law Jahvo stood 
for m7", the original a being modified to o “as in DIN OOOL, 
"> lecho.” Although not entirely unaware of the grammatical 
difficulties, the “Jahvohists” of the seventeenth century contented 
themselves with one or the other of these explanations, or with 
leaving open the choice between them. 

The scholars of the eighteenth century contributed nothing 


further. Toward its close, Wahl and Scheid are cited for "7. 

7Sirmond based his text of the Quaestiones on a manuscript in the Royal Library in 
Paris. Cod. August., collated by Schulze, has ‘Id, as in Picus’ edition. ‘Ata is supported by 
the extract from Theodoret in the Catena Nicephori on Exod, 3:15, and by the parallel in 
Theodoret’s Haeret. Fabul. Compend., v,3, where Ata has been the reading of all the editions 
from the first (Rome, 1547). The earliest Latin translation, also, appears to have had Aia, 
in which form the testimony is quoted in the sixteenth century. Modern scholars have 
rightly recognized that ’Ata is not PYF" + but mT is (Exod. 3:14), which the Jews regarded 
as one of the sacred names of God, but not unutterable. In the Paris magical papyrus 
(Wessely, 3019) it stands beside other names of God: dpxigw ce xara tov Geo tay ‘EBpaiwy 
"Ingov + caBa + can * aBpaw8 + aia K.T. A. (FUIGR, FI, eee TP 

8See Drusius, Decas, p. 64; Amama, p. 236; Cappellus, 312, 317f.; Clericus, on Exod 
3:16. Ono for Kames in Jerome’s transliteration of Hebrew names see Siegfried, ZATW. 
IV (1884), 75. 

9 Winer, Lexicon, 1828, s. v. 
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Gesenius, in the first edition of his Handwértei buch (1810), gives 
wim” “oder ahnliches,” and in 1823 could still say that most 
scholars read it in that way. Knobel,” while denying that ‘law 
gave the true pronunciation of the name, thought that it had 
probably arisen through the incorrect formation of an imperfect 
min? or Mm (after the analogy of FM" and other *’S verbs), 
perhaps influenced by confusion with the “Phoenician” god Ide, 
of whom Movers had recently made much. Delitzsch," arguing 
against the “Samaritan” pronunciation Jahveh, adduces the testi- 
mony of Theodoret, “dass die jadische Aussprache anders lautet, 
niimlich “Aida (nach a. LA ’Ia), und dieses ’Aid, nach anderer 
Gracisirung (die den dunklen a- Laut des Kamez wiedergibt ) ‘law 
[sic], entspricht dem hebr. 7", welches sich auch dadurch als 
die rechte Aussprache bestiitigt, dass ausnahmslos alle von Futuris 
des Kal der Vy. 75 abgeleiteten Eigennamen nicht auf eh, son- 
dern auf ah auslauten” (cf. Mrz, ete.).’" The last defender of 
Jahdvoh was Lenormant, who wrote: “Les remarques philolo- 
giques les plus ingenieuses en faveur de la vocalisation 77" 
qui l’ont fait adopter par les savants de l’école allemande, ne me 
paraissent pas pouvoir prévaloir contre le témoignage formel de 
Théodoret (Quaest. xv in Erod.) disant que les Samaritains pro- 
non¢aient MF et les Juifs FIT: Kadrodo. 8€ adto LSapapeirar 
laBé, lovdain 8 "lad |sic|, et contre le masse de passages de 
toute origine, aussi bien profane (Diod. Sic., i, 94) que sacrée, 
qui aflirment la prononciation ’Iaw ou Jaho.”"* Lenormant cites 
Bellermann, Ueber die Gemmen der Alten mit dem Abraras-Bilde, 
II (1815), 35 ff., from whom in fact most of his wisdom, including 
the quotation from Theodoret, is derived; Bellermann, however, 


pronounces #77", like Adon, Jadon, Jalon, ete. 
T 


10 Kurzgefasstes exeget. Handbuch, on Exod. 3:14 (1857), 
11 Psalmen, I, viii f. (1859). 


12 Kohler, De Pronunciatione sacros. Tetragrammatis (1867 )° follows Delitzsch (Schrader. 
Bibel-Lexikon, If, 168). In more recent times Sayce (Higher Criticism and the Monuments, 
87) prefers ‘‘ Yahavah” to Yahveh, because of the Babylonian contract tablets on which 


occur names of Jews compounded with Ya(h)ava(h). So, onthe same grounds, Ball (Smith’s 
Dictionary of the Bible, 2d ed., II, 1553). Delitzsch was convinced of his error by letters.of 
Dietrich in 1861 and 1866, which Delitzsch published in the Zeitschrift fiir die alttest. Wis- 


senschaft, III (1883), 280-98. 


13 Lettres assyriologiques, II (1872), 192 f. 
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It should be superfluous to add that "ldw does not represent 
mim, but the form 5", now amply attested in Aramaic papyri. 


IV. THE PRONUNCIATION JAHVEH 


In the discussion of this pronunciation I include the variations 
Jahdveh and Jehveh, Jehéveh. The apparently trisyllabic forms, 
which originate in the phonetic notation of the slight vowel sound 
that may accompany either a slovenly or an over-distinct utterance 
of the h, may be dismissed as having no further significance. 
Jehveh, however, is an alternative pronunciation having good 
analogy; some scholars have given it the preference over Jahveh, 
while others decline to pronounce between them." 

In the imperfect of the simple stem, verbs beginning with a 
so-called guttural consonant and ending in a vowel (7 5) exhibit 
the following forms: mus", TIS? ; >> » Ped” 5 mat > iT". 
Closer analysis shows that these variations are not quite indif- 
ferent—the nature of the guttural and the position of the stress 
being recognizable factors—though they can hardly be reduced 
to a uniform rule; but the older grammarians made no exhaustive 
classification of the phenomena and paid no attention to phonetic 
considerations. Jehveh (77) had, on the whole, the better sup- 
port in such forms as 3m", T3T", WIM: and, what was of 
greater weight, it had for it the analogy of Ts in Exod. 3:15.” 
The testimony of the Church Fathers who wrote the name ’Iaové"® 
or laBe" was not irreconcilable with 7", as appears from ban 
ABer, "15 Tagep, ys araz, Ow | OF ares, 27 areb, ete. 


The Hebrew sound smcutek in thecommon notation as = must in 


fact have been comparatively close to that represented by = (com- 
pare English mat, met), since the supralinear system does not 
distinguish them. On the other hand the forms “7", “1, at the 


we z ee 


beginning of ee proper names, and , or, at the 
v 


oe 


end, presuppose 77 wi. 
14 In the earlier discussions it is generally assumed that the name #7" was derived 
from the simple stem of (4M ; from the causative stem, 7M" alone was possible. 
7s 


15 Jacob, Im Namen Gottes, p. 168, prefers |", in which he sees a regularly formed 
vu? 
Aramaic imperfect. 


16 Clem. Alex., Strom., v, 6. 


17 Epiphan, Adv. Haereses, i, 3, 20[40]; Theodoret, Il. cc. 
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The first, so far as I know, to suggest the pronunciation Jahveh 
was Genebrardus,” who, after inveighing against the new and 
ignorant pronunciation Jehovah, gives it as his opinion that, if 
the true pronunciation be not irrecoverably lost, it is Thué | 77" |, 
or Jahué, in support of which he adduces the shortened form Jah 
and Theodoret’s statement that the Samaritans pronounced ‘la8ai 
["Ia8é|. Mercerus would pronounce 7", after the analogy of 
=== in Exod. 3:15. Arias Montanas infers from the analogy 


of similar nouns that it should be pronounced Jeveh."” Similarly 
Cornelius a Lapide (+1637). Scaliger recognized that Theo- 





doret’s "IaBe represents WW" or MW", Oo wv.” 

Drusius himself, the inventor of Jahvoh, would, on grammati- 
cal grounds, prefer the form which Theodoret attributes to the 
Samaritans, 'IaBé, i. e., TIT", “vel certe mis", quod antiquitus 
legebant Jave ... . ut Tce Phasga,” ete” “Est autem 
mim” idem plane cum Tt. Mutatio facta, ut aliquod esset 
discrimen inter verbum futuri temporis et nomen proprium Dei. 
Sic est profecto, Deus se vocat TWN sum: nos dicimus 77" 


5 


et TMT" est, vel TW. Amama repeats and defends his 
master.” Gusset, in his Lexicon (1702; 2d ed. Clodius, 1743), 
has a clear and sensible treatment of the subject, criticizing Cap- 
pellus’ Jahvoh: “porro genuinam prolationem fuisse putem cum 
Placaeo“ 7" aut MT", retentis futuri verbi sonis, ut in 
aS, nomine simul tradito . . . . retinentur.” 

Thus from the middle of the sixteenth century there was a 
succession of eminent scholars who regarded Jahveh, or more 
commonly Jehveh, as the true pronunciation of the name.” 

It is a widespread opinion that the pronunciation Jahveh was 
introduced by.Ewald (1803-1875), if not first proposed by him,” 


8 Chronologia (1567); ed. Paris, 1600, pp. 79 f. 
) For fuller quotations from these scholars, see Old Test. and Semitic Studies, I, 156 f. 
0 De Emend. Temp., ed. 1598. Append., Vet. Graec. Fragm. Select. 33. 
1 Decas, 64f. In his Annotationes on Exod. 3, he gives min also as a possibility. 
22 Represented by the Jewish pronunciation Javo. es Decas, p. 236. 
24The Saumur theologian, La Place, 1651. 
25 Zeltner (71736), in his Enneas quaest. philol. (1747), p. 34°, pronounced min 
26 At the end of the eighteenth century, J. D. Michaelis (Supplementa, I, 524) thinks it 
necessary expressly to refute this view. 
27 See, e. g., Encyclopaedia Biblica (III), 3321. 
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and this error threatens to become as inveterate as that Galatinus 
was the first to pronounce Jehovah, with less excuse because the 
evidence to the contrary is accessible to every scholar. 

The lexicon in general use in Germany in the latter part of the 
eighteenth century was that of I. Simon (1752; 2d ed., 1771). 
Simon defended the pronunciation Jehovah, which he regarded 
as representing the three tenses of TwW=—AN. The third edi- 
tion of Simonis Lexicon (1793) was revised by J. G. Eichhorn, 


aS ee 


who, in the first paragraphs of the article 7" (p. 423), set 
forth his own opinion as follows: TT nomen proprium Dei, a 
Mose demum introductum, ewm, qui re praestiturus sit, quod 
olim promiserit, ex ipsa loci Mosaici authentica explicatione Exod. 
3, 14, significans, adeoque 77" vel FT" proprie efferendum, 
ut ex veteribus Theodoretus et Epiphanius Jabe h. e. Jave serip- 
serunt.” (Under Fr [p. 681] he writes MT".)* Gesenius, 
who in the first edition of his Handwérterbuch (1810) gives as 
the pronunciation of the Tetragrammaton “47° or the like,” in 
his smaller lexicon of 1815 decides unqualifiedly for F547, which 
appeared in all subsequent editions of the Handwérlerbuch (2d 
ed, 1823, 3d ed. 1828), as also in the Lericon Manuale (1833) 
and the Thesaurus (II, i, 1839). The pronunciation 77" was 
made familiar to English students by Gibbs’s translation of Gese- 
nius (1824), Leo’s (1825), and Robinson’s (1836), 

Ewald was a student in Gottingen from 1820-1823 pursuing 
the oriental languages under Eichhorn and Tychsen. In 1823 
he published his first work, Die Komposition der Genesis, in 
which he rejects the etymological connection with 77 (77), 
and continues (p. 10): ‘“‘Eben so wenig folgt aus der Stelle 
[ Exod. 3:14 f. 
miisste, wie noch neulich nach Zeltneri Enneas quaest. philol. 
(Lips. 1747) p. 34 behauptet ist.” Zeltner is cited by Eichhorn 


, dass TW eigentlich FW" ausgesprochen werden 





who also, as will be seen from the quotation above, argues that 
Exod. 3:15 indicates the true pronunciation 737". If the words 
“noch neulich’”? were to be pressed, we might infer that Ewald 
was referring to Gesenius (1515); but such phrases are used with 


28 Winer, in the fourth edition of Simon (1828), says that the learned are divided 
between TM. MM, and MM", and leaves the question undecided. 
aad ha t : 
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considerable latitude, and it may be Eichhorn that he is refuting. 
The important thing is that 77" had established itself in the 
two dictionaries which were in the hands of all scholars in Ger- 
many, one of them published ten years before Ewald was born, 
the other in the year in which he entered the gymnasium, and 
that in 1823 he went out of his way to reject that pronunciation. 
In his Grammatik der hebrdischen Sprache (1828), however, 
though he uses Jehova throughout, he writes (p. 220): iT 
(wahrscheinl. eig. 77") ;” in the second edition of the Gram- 
matik (1835), he uses Jahve, and writes (p. 216): “I (m7 
punctirt ).” 

The pronunciation Jahveh was maintained on conclusive gram- 
matical grounds by Hitzig in 1833 (Jesaia, p. 4); Vatke accepted 
it in 1835 (Alttestamentliche Theologie, p. 670); Hengstenberg 
in 1839 elaborately defended it (Beitrdge, II, 204 ff).” Ewald’s 
relation to the matter is thus accurately stated by Schrader:” 
“Ewald, in seiner Jugendschrift: ‘Ueber die Composition der 
Genesis’ (Braunschweig, 1823) noch die Aussprache Jehovah in 
Schutz nehmend, hat sich spater entschieden fir die Aussprache 
Jahve erklart und ist der erste gewesen, der des Namens Jahve in 
seinen Schriften, namentlich auch in seinen Uebersetzungen alt- 
test. Bacher, durchgehends und consequent sich bedient hat.” 

In other words, what Ewald did was not to suggest or prove 
that the true pronunciation of the name was Jahveh, but to use it 
constantly in translation and in his own writings, where his prede- 
cessors, out of concession to established custom, had employed 
Jehovah. 

29See also E. Meier, Theol. Jahrbiicher, I (1842), 473 ff.; Caspari, Micha (1852), p. 5 ff. 

0 Bibel-Lexikon, III (1871), 167. 


Book Notice 


BURCHARDT’S ALTKANAANAISCHEN FREMDWORTE 


Semitic scholars have hardly yet begun to employ the philological 
material available in Egypt for a study of the earliest phases of Semitic 
speech in Syria and Palestine. On the monuments of Egypt there is pre- 
served a large number of Semitic words which are the earliest examples 
known to us from the dialects of Syria-Palestine, and the oldest surviving 
specimens of Semitic speech except some documents in Babylonia. Many 
years ago these words were partially collected by Bondi, who, however, 
excluded proper names. W. Max Miiller in his Asien und Europa has 
also a considerable mass of this material, comprising, however, almost 
exclusively geographical names. A very useful contribution, therefore, 
has been made by Dr. Max Burchardt' in his effort to collect all foreign 
words of Semitic origin now surviving in Egyptian documents. In the 
conduct of this work Dr. Burchardt was assisted by the use of the mate- 
rials of the Egyptian Dictionary now available in Berlin, and this great 
advantage, together with the persistent industry with which he has 
pursued the work, has enabled him to make a far larger collection of 
these words than any of his predecessors. In this respect the work 
may be called thoroughly exhaustive. Viewed in the mass, these 
words form a considerable body of material for a study of early Semitic 
as found in the West. They furnish many interesting facts. For ex- 
ample, we have long known, as Erman years ago noticed, that the femi- 
nine tin Semitic nouns, is lost in the course of the observations which one 
may make on this material. That is, it disappears before one’s eyes, 
being found in the documents of the Eighteenth Dynasty (1580-1350 
B. C.), but being lost in those of the early Twenty-second Dynasty (after 
950 B. c.). When these materials as collected by Dr. Burchardt have 
been thoroughly worked through and incorporated into the Hebrew 
dictionary, they will form an important element of our lexicographical 
knowledge. The first part of the book comprises only “Die kritische 
Analyse der Schreibung.” The other part will contain the entire list 
of materials and a complete glossary. We may congratulate Dr. Bur- 
chardt on the preparation of a very useful book, which will form the 
standard source for these materials. 

James Henry Breastep 


1 DIE ALTKANAANAISCHEN FREMDWORTE UND EIGENNAMEN IM AEGYPTISCHEN. Von 
Max Burchardt. Erster Teil: ‘‘ Die kritische Analyse der Schreibung.” Leipzig: J. C. 
Hinrichs’sche Buchhandlung, 1909. 
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